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Abstract 
The purpose of the current phenomenological study was to identify how general 
education teachers’ attitudes about inclusion affect the use of adaptations for students 
with disabilities when participating in the general education setting. Participants were 
nine female general education teachers in one of two primary schools in a middle-size 
urban school district located in Northeastern Minnesota during the 2009-2010 academic 
year. Results indicated educators’ attitudes were affected by their perceived ability to 
teach students with disabilities. Other influences included: integrated classroom 
management, benefits of integration, benefits of special vs. integrated education, and 
disability type. Factors affecting the use of adaptations were the type of adaptation, 
student factors, resource factors, adaptation factors, teacher factors, and perceptions of 
successful adaptations. Suggested areas of need include districts providing additional 
resources to support the inclusion of students with disabilities. Implications for current 
practice include further training of per-service and in-service educators, identifying 
resources necessary to train classroom aides in administering adaptations, and identifying 
specific resources and how to implement them into various school settings.  Implications 
for future research include further investigation of inclusion patterns based on disability 
type and further study of teacher perceptions of successful adaptations. 
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Including students with disabilities into the “mainstream” or general education 
setting has been a focus in special education since 1975 with the passing of the Education 
for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142). Since the passing of this 
legislation, and its subsequent reauthorizations in 1994 and 2004 (renamed Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act), the process of inclusion has been studied 
in a variety of ways. The current study focuses specifically on teachers’ attitudes toward 
inclusion and how they adapt the general education setting to meet the needs of 
exceptional learners.  
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this phenomenological study was to further understand how 
general education teachers experience the process of including students with disabilities 
into the general education setting through adaptations to curriculum. 
Background 
 In researching the inclusion of students with disabilities, an area of study that has 
been predominantly studied is teacher attitudes.  Teacher attitudes toward inclusion can 
be a primary factor in the success of including students with disabilities into the general 
education setting. Some general statements can be made from this body of research. A 
majority of teachers surveyed support the theory of inclusion (Avramidis and Norwich, 
2002; Kavale, 2002; Pudlas, 2003; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996), but when it comes to 
actually including a student with a disability into their classroom, teachers are less 
positive toward the concept (Avramidis and Norwich 2002, Jobe and Rust, 1996; Kavale, 
2002; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996). Support for including students with disabilities 
varies by the severity of the disability; that is, higher incidence; milder disabilities elicit a 
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more positive response from teachers (Avramidis and Norwich 2002, Jobe and Rust, 
1996; Kavale, 2002; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996). Finally, teachers are not dissatisfied 
with the current delivery system and 67% actually prefer sending their students with 
disabilities to a special education classroom (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; McLeskey, 
Waldron & So, 2001; Monahan & Marino, 1996; Semmel & Abernathy, 1991). 
 A second area of interest when studying the inclusion of students with disabilities 
into the general education setting is adaptations to curriculum. Adaptations can be 
identified by how the adaptations are implemented. General adaptations are those 
adaptations that are made to classroom routines and apply to all students (Fuchs & Fuchs, 
1995; Scott, Vitale, & Masten, 1998). The second type of adaptation is made for a 
specific student and addresses his or her specific needs (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Scott, et 
al., 1998). Factors affecting the use of adaptations are the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy, 
ease of implementation, outside support, and the type of disability the student has (Fuchs 
& Fuchs, 1995; Scott, et al., 1998).  
 These two areas of research, when brought together further illustrate the effect a 
teacher’s attitude and experience has on the type of adaptations. The current study 
focused on how these factors can come together and contribute to the personal experience 
of the participants and how the process of inclusion impacts them as general education 
teachers.  
Setting 
The participants in the study were general education teachers instructing students 
in grades kindergarten through second grade.  The participants taught in two primary 
schools representative of schools in Northeastern Minnesota and were representative of 
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teachers in the district and the region. The group was composed of nine female teachers 
who have been teaching for a minimum of five years in the district, with most being 10 -
20 years with the district and taught general education classes. Male teachers in the two 
settings taught specialist classes such as physical education, media or were Title One 
teachers. Due to this fact, male educators were given the opportunity to participate but 
were not the focus of this study because they did not teacher general education classes. 
Assumptions 
 I, being a special education teacher and new to the district participating in the 
study, wanted to learn more about the general education teachers that I was working with 
and how I could further support them in the process of including students with special 
needs into their classrooms. Due to the nature of my education, my background could 
impact the perception I have of participants’ background knowledge and belief that 
participants have a diverse set of attitudes toward inclusion. Specifically, I could assume 
participants are familiar in regards to terminology, have background in including students 
with disabilities, and have an understanding of disability types and the educational needs 
that correspond with a disability. The importance of the current study is to further my 
knowledge in how teachers perceive and respond to including students with disabilities in 
regard to  adaptations to curriculum in order for me to further support teachers 
themselves and to improve the process of inclusion to benefit the education of students 
with disabilities in the general education setting.  
Limitations 
 The current study is based on the experiences of a limited number of participants 
in a small region. The experiences of participants, although rich in data, are not 
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generalizable to any other populations than the current sample. Results obtained from the 
participants were analyzed by the researcher and therefore are based on the themes that 
the researcher has identified and found relevant. This analysis by a lone researcher also 
limits the ability to generalize results to other populations due to inherent biases that 
cannot be accounted for through the use of multiple analyses of the data. Finally, due to 
the design of the study, phenomenological, it is limited to the phenomenon being studied 
and cannot be generalized to similar phenomenon. 
Definitions 
 Definitions that are important to the current study were adaptations, typical 
adaptations, and specialized adaptations and are defined as follows.   
Adaptations are efforts to modify the presentation of the content, augmentations 
are the attempts to expand the curriculum to allow the teaching of additional skills or 
strategies, and alterations refer to the addition of content based on an individual student’s 
needs and are not found in the general education curriculum (Lee, et al., 2006). 
Typical adaptations, as described by Scott, et al. (1998), are adaptations that 
directed toward the class as a whole and include minor adaptations that a teacher can 
make for any student.  
Specialized adaptations, according to Fuchs and Fuchs (1995), are “how teachers 
modify planned instruction beyond their routine adaptations in light of specific student 
difficulty (p.442)”. 
Summary 
 The focus of the current study was to identify themes in the experiences of 
elementary teachers while including students with disabilities into their general education 
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classroom. This study was phenomenological in nature and was focused specifically on 
how teachers modify the curriculum to include students with special needs through the 
use of adaptations.  
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Historical Background 
 
The process of integrating students with disabilities into the general education 
setting and classroom has been a long process of ideology, debate, and reform. The 
process began in 1975 with the passing of the Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act (Public Law 94-142), which has been reauthorized (1994) and renamed the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act and as of most recently, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004). This legislation had the primary focus of 
educating students in the least restrictive environment, or the LRE, which provided the 
basis to “mainstream students”, or placing exceptional students with their non-disabled 
peers in the general education setting to the greatest extent possible based on individual 
needs (Kavale, 2000; Kavale, 2002; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).  
As the implementation of this legislation became prevalent a more inclusive 
approach developed called the Regular Education Initiative or REI.  REI became a push 
for a combined system of education, eliminating the separate roles of general and special 
education and forming a comprehensive single system of educational delivery on one side 
of the argument, and a continuum of placements for those students considered to have 
profound disabilities on the other side of the debate (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994; Kavale, 2000; 
Kavale, 2002). This system of delivery was focused on individuals with high incidence 
disabilities that were milder in nature, such as Learning Disabilities, and was primarily 
aimed at making the educational system more responsive to all learners and was based on 
the ideology that a truly good educational system is able to educate a majority of students 
in one combined setting (Kavale, 2002). It also focused on modifying the continuum of 
services and closing residential schools and moving those students to resource rooms that 
EDUCATORS’ ATTITUDES AND ADAPTATIONS   7 
 
would now be vacant due to the mainstreaming of the individuals formerly contained in 
these classrooms (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1994). 
Throughout the years, from the initiation of the Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act (1975), the debate over the most acceptable form of educational delivery 
has continued.  As time has progressed, the model that is in most current use continues to 
be that of the LRE. LRE is frequently associated with inclusion, but LRE continues to be 
focused on individuals and what best suits their needs in the continuum of placements. In 
contrast, the inclusion model continues to focus on providing one setting to educate all 
students. It is commonly referred to as full inclusion and involves all students and 
believes in modifying the instruction to suit the needs of the students contained in the 
educational setting (Pudlas, 2003).  
The difference between the REI model and the inclusion model appears to be the 
role that special education staff performs. REI combined systems with general and 
special education with the two groups working together in the mainstream. The goal was 
to help include all students using a co-teaching model or a consultative model. Although 
the primary purpose of both models is to increase the amount of time students are 
included into the mainstream setting, REI provides a modified continuum for those with 
significant, debilitating low incidence disorders, whereas inclusion focuses on the 
spectrum of disabilities in the classroom with increased special education support. The 
debate continues as to which delivery system is best for the education of our students 
with and without disabilities, but has come to an apparent status quo in which LRE 
continues to be the dominant model in special education ( Kavale, 2002; Pudlas, 2003).    
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Factors that Affect Teacher Attitudes 
 
Starting in the 1950s, researchers began studying the attitudes of teachers about 
the inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education setting. This mass of 
research provides some general statements that are supported by a majority of the studies.  
Overall, the theory or concept of inclusion of students with disabilities into the 
mainstream or general education setting is supported by a majority of the teachers that 
were surveyed (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Kavale, 2002; Pudlas, 2003; Scruggs & 
Mastropieri, 1996).  In a paper presented by Elhoweris and Alsheik (2004), general 
education teachers reported being more supportive of inclusion on the legalism and 
environmentalism scales. That is, teachers believe it is fair for students with disabilities to 
be included in the general education setting and their needs can be met in that setting. 
Participants also scored high on the conservatism scale, illustrating their level of concern 
about the mechanics of including these students into the classroom. 
  Support for the concept of inclusion varies according to several factors. One 
unifying theme is that the support of the inclusion of a student with a disability depends 
upon the severity of the disability level. For example, higher incidence; mild disabilities 
generally elicit a more positive attitude about inclusion from teachers. Additionally, 
teachers have a less positive attitude when it comes to integrating students with 
disabilities into their own classrooms (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002, Jobe & Rust, 1996; 
Kavale, 2002; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).  Generally speaking, teachers reported they 
were not dissatisfied with the current delivery system (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; 
McLeskey, et al., 2001; Semmel & Abernathy, 1991). In fact, a study by Monahan and 
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Marino (2000), reported results that indicated 67% of those surveyed preferred sending 
their special needs students to a resource room setting. 
Despite the findings just mentioned, there are few statements supported by all of 
the research that is available. Research has identified other relevant factors to consider 
when analyzing teacher attitudes toward inclusion. These are if the teacher is pre-service 
or an in-service teacher, if they teach at an elementary or middle/high school level, and 
whether they have had experience and/or training for the instruction of students with 
disabilities. 
Pre-service vs. In-service 
 Research directed towards attitudes of pre-service teachers and in-service teachers 
has shown that pre-service teachers are more positive about inclusion. One study, 
conducted by Burke and Sutherland (2004), had results indicating that pre-service 
teachers feel they have stronger background knowledge of disabilities, a stronger belief in 
the positive effect on special education, their teacher education programs prepared them 
for educating all students, they are more willing to teach in inclusive classrooms, and 
they feel that inclusion is academically effective. Another factor that affects pre-service 
teacher attitudes, according to Shade and Stewart (2001), is pre-service coursework. 
Their study revealed that a single course can positively change pre-service teacher 
attitudes towards educating those with disabilities in their general education classroom. 
 When it comes to in-service teacher attitudes toward including students with 
special needs into their general education classroom, there were several factors that 
influenced their opinions. One such variable was the number of years spent teaching. 
Avramidis and Norwich (2002) found that the younger the educator and the fewer years 
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the educator has taught, the more positive that educator is toward inclusion. Secondly, in-
service teachers related more positively with inclusion when they had personal 
experience with inclusion. This positive relationship with inclusion was further increased 
when they had special education training and/or in-service training (Jobe & Rust, 1996). 
 Semmel and Abernathy’s (1991) research demonstrated that 61.84% of in-service 
teachers in their study believed that special education students have the basic right to be 
served in general education. Their study also showed that 17.8% of general education 
teachers surveyed believed special education students should not be served solely in the 
general education setting. These percentages demonstrate the overall positive attitude that 
teachers have, but also demonstrate the educators’ views of the current pull-out system. 
Support of students’ with disabilities being served in an inclusive setting, general 
education as well as special education, could be attributed to other concerns teachers 
have. Teachers’ concerns include the process of inclusion having a negative effect on the 
distribution of instructional time, whether inclusion increases their current workload and 
responsibilities, and teachers needing additional resources. Further support of in-service 
teachers less positive attitudes of full inclusion were indicated by both Burke and 
Sutherland (2004), and Semmel and Abernathy (1991), with both of their studies showing 
that in-service teachers feel that they do not have enough training or skills to educate 
students with special needs. 
 Despite the overall positive attitude toward inclusion, one study found that 
teachers had a negative view of full inclusion. Results indicated in-service teachers’ 
opinion that full inclusion will not work due to teacher resistance and the extra attention 
they felt special education students would require. Seventy five percent felt they do not 
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have the skills to educate the students’ with special educational needs (Monahan, et al., 
1996). 
Elementary vs. Middle/High School 
A factor that has demonstrated influence on teacher attitudes toward inclusion is 
the grade level at which they teach. Avramidis and Norwich (2002) indicated that 
elementary teachers are more positive towards inclusion, and these positive attitudes 
decrease in teachers who teach content area courses. This conclusion was also supported 
by Pudlas (2003), whose research indicated that secondary teachers are more negative 
than elementary teachers towards full inclusion, and that this negative effect is also felt 
for secondary students. Both studies indicated a concern on workload, a need for further 
special education training, and the impact on the learning environment for all students.  
 Hammond and Ingalls (2003) found that rural elementary teachers indicate a 
strong pattern of uncertainty or a negative feeling toward inclusion. Teachers in this study 
reported they had adequate resources to implement inclusion programs and that these 
programs were already in place at the schools surveyed. According to a majority of the 
teachers who participated, approximately 50% of those surveyed were committed to 
implementing inclusion programs. Results such as these raise questions regarding rural 
schools compared to urban schools, grade level taught and corresponding teachers’ 
attitudes. These topics are not addressed in the context of the current research. 
Exposure to inclusion vs. Non-exposure to inclusion 
Research has shown a correlation between exposure to inclusion and teacher 
attitudes; the greater the experience with full inclusion the more positive teacher attitudes 
are to the concept of inclusion.  Buell and colleagues’ (1999) research indicated a 
EDUCATORS’ ATTITUDES AND ADAPTATIONS   12 
 
positive relationship between educators understanding of the inclusion process and how 
they believe they can impact students’ education. Furthermore, Avramidis and Norwich 
(2002) established an increase in positive teacher attitudes during an inclusion process.  
Less positive attitudes were found at the beginning of the implementation of a full 
inclusion program compared to teacher attitudes after implementing the inclusion 
program. Even though there were still some teacher concerns, teachers reported having 
more confidence teaching students with disabilities at the end of implementing the 
inclusion program. 
 McLeskey et al., (2001) had results indicating that two groups of teachers in a 
school district, one that implemented inclusion and one that did not. Both groups had 
positive views that students with disabilities had the right to participate in general 
education. Only 10% of the inclusion group and 20% of the non-inclusion group 
disagreed that students with disabilities had the right to participate in the general 
education setting. The inclusion group demonstrated less resistance and more willingness 
to collaborate, as well as an increased belief in the benefits of inclusion. 
Adaptations and Modifications 
 
Throughout various studies are several definitions and diverse descriptors of what 
takes place to include students with special needs into a general education setting. 
Following are definitions to clarify the terms used in the current study. 
An accommodation is a change made to the teaching or testing procedures in 
order to provide a student with access to information and to create an equal opportunity 
to demonstrate knowledge and skills (Fisher & Frey, 2001). An accommodation does not 
change the instructional level, content, or performance criteria. A modification is a 
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change in what a student is expected to learn and/or demonstrate (Fisher & Frey, 2001). 
An example if a modification would be working on the same content at a lower grade 
level.  
 Lee, et al., (2006) defined modifications to curriculum on three levels: 
adaptations, augmentations, and alterations. Adaptations are efforts to modify the 
presentation of the content, augmentations are the attempts to expand the curriculum to 
allow the teaching of additional skills or strategies, and alterations refer to the addition of 
content based on an individual student’s needs and are not found in the general education 
curriculum. Examples of augmentation and adaptation strategies are learning strategies 
(i.e. graphic organizers, chunking, mnemonics, etc.), and student directed learning 
strategies and self-determination (i.e. goal setting, problem solving, and self regulations 
skills). 
 Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) defined adaptations as either routine or specialized. 
Routine adaptations are, “variations in materials, grouping arrangements, and goals” 
(p.441) that are established in classroom routines and are in place because teachers feel 
there may be a need for differentiated instruction.  Specialized adaptations, according to 
Fuchs and Fuchs (1995), are “how teachers modify planned instruction beyond their 
routine adaptations in light of specific student difficulty” (p.442). 
Scott, et al. (1998) defined two types of adaptations: typical or substantial. They 
indicated that a typical adaptation is directed towards the class as a whole and includes 
minor adaptations a teacher might make for any student. Where as a substantial or 
specialized adaptation is the individual adjustments that are made to address the needs of 
an individual student with a disability or who is demonstrating academic difficulties. 
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Some adaptations can be categorized as both typical and substantial. In order to 
clarify this, adaptations have been further categorized into which adaptations can be both 
typical and substantial and which can be substantial only. The following can be used at a 
typical or substantial level: modifying instruction, modifying assignments, teaching 
learning skills, enhancing behavior, and facilitating progress monitoring. The remaining 
modifications can only be done at the substantial level: altering instructional materials, 
altering curriculum, and varying instructional grouping.  
  Due to adaptations being identified through different descriptors by Fuchs and 
Fuchs (1995) and Scott et al. (1998), for the purpose of the current study, only one 
descriptor will be used to describe adaptation categories. That is, routine adaptations as 
defined by Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) will be compared to a typical adaptation in Scott et 
al.’s (1998) work. Specialized adaptations as defined by Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) can be 
compared to substantial adaptations in Scott et al.’s (1998) work. The descriptors chosen 
for the current study are typical adaptations and specialized adaptations. 
Teacher use of adaptations/modifications 
Several factors affecting the use and implementation of accommodations and 
modifications were identified in previous research and include but are not limited to: 
teacher self efficacy, ease of implementation, outside support, and the type of disability 
the student had. 
In the results of a survey (Scott, et al., 1998), teachers reported making more 
typical modifications; even though they were positive about their ability to make 
instructional modifications and felt that they were effective. In contrast, they reported that 
when students requiring modifications and adaptations are placed into their classroom, 
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teachers are often unlikely to implement adaptation strategies or change their whole 
group instruction.  Scott, et al. (1998) also reported that there was a positive correlation 
between teacher self-efficacy and their use of adaptations. 
Fuchs and Fuchs (1995), in their research on the use of adaptations, indicated that 
when specifically directed and supported, teachers will engage in specialized adaptations. 
In their study, even those teachers in the supported group who were given packets to 
implement often chose adaptations that were viewed as easier to implement. The 
adaptations that were easier to implement were often applied to the entire class versus 
just one student as they were designed. This was true for three out of four adaptations. 
In their work, Fisher and Frey (2001) demonstrated that an inclusive school can 
have students with significant cognitive disabilities in the general education classroom. 
Inclusion of students with significant cognitive disabilities was possible when teachers 
provided the right accommodations, modifications and if general education teachers 
collaborated with their special education counterparts. 
Nowacek and Mamlin (2007) identified two main modifications for students with 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). Academically, teachers modified 
assignments, modified the environment, and employed another person as an academic 
support. Behaviorally, educators used modifications that promoted attention and allowed 
movement in the classroom and were identified through researcher observations and 
teacher interviews. Despite the identified use of these modifications, modifications were 
not implemented in a predictable or systematic nature. 
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Teacher Patterns in Implementing Adaptations 
DeBettencourt (1999) reported that individualized instructional strategies were 
used by educators 74% and 65% of the time for students with disabilities. Strategies 
identified were providing several test options, a varied difficulty level for assignments, 
simplified directions (90%), and conspicuous strategies (75%).  Sixty percent of teachers 
emphasized the use of correction of worksheets, and 67% emphasized the importance of 
working quietly. Instructional strategies not frequently used were behavioral contracts, 
advance organizers, and metacognitive strategies. Interestingly, deBettencourt reported 
that only 50% of teachers surveyed reported consulting with special education teachers 
for less than 1 hour a week. Despite this pattern of implementation, 50% of the teachers 
surveyed reported mainstreaming to be beneficial to students with mild disabilities.  
 Fuchs and Fuchs’s (1993) identified some adaptations that teachers were more 
likely and less likely to use. One adaptation identified by educators to employ were 
review strategies in which involved extra practice of a skill as something they were more 
likely to employ to help students with disabilities. Educators reported that they were 
unlikely to actually repeat a lesson. The teachers in the study did not identify 
motivational strategies as a path to help the student with a learning disability, nor did they 
identify restructuring their instructional techniques. The results demonstrated that the 
more likely response was for the educators to change the instructional materials. Teachers 
involved in this study indicated they were more favorable of small group/individualized 
instruction and were more likely to generate that as a solution to learning problems, then 
to use peer tutors as a means to remediate some academic problems. When given 
vignettes about a student with a learning disability, teachers reported that they were more 
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likely to modify goals for that student, but were unlikely to consult other professionals or 
to include parents as a means to help academic success. 
 When it comes to patterns in the integration process, Gelzheiser, et al. (1997) 
discovered that content area teachers were more likely to use large-group instruction than 
special area classes, and content area teachers were more likely to make testing 
modifications. A difference between general education teachers and content area teachers 
that was also reported was that two thirds of the content area teachers reported were that 
special education teacher modified instructional materials for the student with a disability 
for content area teachers. 
 In a study on the use of typical and specialized adaptation and teacher attitudes, 
Bender et al. (1995) demonstrated a correlation that indicated that the more positive the 
teacher’s attitude toward mainstreaming, the more teachers effectively used instructional 
strategies. Some of the strategies that were listed as being more frequently used by 
teachers were individualization, alternative test options, peer tutoring, cooperative 
instruction, metacognitive strategies, and strategic instructional principles. Strategies that 
were less likely to be implemented were used by one third or less of teachers: self 
monitoring, token economies, behavioral contracts, and advanced organizers. Bender et 
al. (1995) found that mainstreaming attitudes were positively correlated to personal 
teaching efficacy, as well as coursework taken on teaching children with disabilities. 
There was a correlation between grade level and teaching efficacy, as well as grade level 
and mainstreaming attitudes, with higher grade levels reporting less positive attitudes 
towards mainstreaming, but not to a clinically significant degree. 
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Summary 
There has been an extensive body of research completed on teacher attitudes 
toward inclusion. This large body of research has demonstrated an overall positive view 
towards the theory of inclusion, but a concern for the implementation of the actual 
concept. It has also illustrated some major variables that affect attitudes, such as where 
teachers are in their careers, exposure to individuals with disabilities either academically 
or professionally, the grade level taught, and whether they are a content area teacher. 
The literature on adaptations and modifications provides several definitions for 
adaptations. For the purpose of this study, adaptations will be defined as typical or 
specialized adaptations as used in Scott et al.’s (1998) literature review. That is, typical 
adaptations will be those adaptations that can be made more easily and generally for the 
whole class instead of one particular student and specialized adaptations being those 
designed to address the learning challenges of one specific student. 
Evidence of the correlation between teacher attitudes and their implementation of 
such adaptations and modifications has been demonstrated by Bender et al. (1995) to 
have a positive correlation. That is, the more positive the teacher attitude, the more likely 
they are to use effective instructional adaptations in their mainstream classroom. Others 
have indicated that there are fairly typical patterns of adaptations that general education 
teachers use. Some of the adaptations most frequently cited by teachers were: testing 
adaptations, material adaptations, review strategies, conspicuous strategies, and keeping 
directions simple. Some adaptations that were listed as not being frequently used 
included: behavioral contracts, token economies, metacognitive strategies, self 
monitoring, advanced organizers, and special education teachers as resources. 
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The purpose of this phenomenological study was to identify how general 
education teachers experience the process of including students with disabilities into the 
general education setting through the use of adaptations to curriculum.  The study 
identified themes and patterns that provide further insight into teachers’ experience with 
inclusion and adaptations. Findings of the study may inform the areas of teacher 
education and profession development toward increasing positive attitudes toward 
inclusion. The findings point toward areas of future research.
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Method 
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to identify how general 
education teachers’ attitudes about inclusion affect the use of adaptations for students 
with disabilities when participating in the general education classroom. Research shows 
consistently that teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion do not align with their practices of 
adaptations and modifications in the inclusive classroom (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; 
Jobe & Rust, 1996; Kavale, 2002; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Typical adaptations are 
those implemented for the entire class and require little effort on part of the teacher. 
Whereas, specialized adaptations are those that are designed to address the learning 
difficulties of one particular student (Scott et al., 1998). One general outcome was that 
teachers’ use what requires less effort to implement and can be applied to the whole 
classroom (typical adaptations) and used as few adaptations as possible. This study 
further investigated teachers’ attitudes and the relationship of those attitudes to the types 
of adaptations teachers put into practice in their classrooms. 
Teachers completed an attitude inventory and then were surveyed about their 
teaching experiences when including students with disabilities into their classrooms. The 
surveys further probed the participants’ attitudes toward inclusion and the types of 
adaptations they employ. The study was guided by the following research questions: Do 
the teachers in this study use more typical or specialized adaptations? What guides or 
determines what adaptations the participants employ?  In what ways do the teachers’ 
attitudes toward inclusion reflect their use of adaptations?  How do the teachers’ monitor 
the effectiveness of the adaptations they employ? 
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Setting 
 The study took place in a middle size urban school district, located in a 
community with a population of about 17,000 people. The students served in the two 
primary schools, kindergarten through second grade, are from families with low to 
middle socioeconomic status and are provided Title One services, as well as Special 
Education services as needed. At the time of the study, the district was working on 
becoming more fluent in differentiated instruction to help include students with 
disabilities in the general education classroom. The enrollment at the time of the study of 
the two primary schools was 540 students. 
Participants 
The participants in this study were selected from two primary elementary schools 
in the region, Pineview Elementary School and Maple Elementary School (pseudonyms). 
Those who chose to participate were general educators and taught one of three grade 
levels, kindergarten, first grade or second grade. Participants represented a sample of 
general educators from the district and the region, with the group being composed of nine 
female teachers who have been teaching for a minimum of five years in the district, with 
most being 10-20 years with the district. There were nine participants (n=9) who received 
the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities questionnaire and 
researcher created survey. 
Design  
This study was a phenomenological investigation which identified how teachers’ 
experience the process of inclusion and how these experiences affect their use of 
adaptation in their classrooms. The first item used to gather data from teachers was a 
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researcher constructed survey focused on the types of adaptations the participants 
employ, the factors that determine how they choose the adaptations. Additionally, the 
survey asked whether students receive these adaptations, as well as if the teachers 
monitor the adaptations’ effectiveness and change adaptations based on student 
performance. The survey also provided space for additional comments the teachers 
wished to include that were not addressed by survey questions. The second instrument 
used to identify patterns in teacher attitudes was a 25 item rating scale titled “Opinions 
Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities” or ORI (Antonak & Larrivee, 
1995). The attitude questionnaire was used to identify descriptive data to further identify 
teachers’ personal experiences with the process of inclusion and to identify any additional 
patterns in teachers’ experiences. 
  The questionnaire identified the different patterns of experience based on the 
predetermined categories (Benefits of Integration, Integrated Classroom Management, 
Perceived Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities, and Special vs. Integrated Special 
Education) on the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities. The 
survey identified type of adaptations used, what factors determine which adaptations 
teachers used, as well as how teachers monitored the effectiveness of these adaptations 
and determine any necessary changes.  The data provided by the participants allowed the 
researcher to identify and describe the use of adaptations, adaptation type (typical or 
specialized), the factors that determine the use of adaptations, and their continued use in 
teachers’ personal experiences in the instruction of individuals with disabilities. 
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Data Gathering and Analysis 
 The study was a phenomenological study of teacher attitudes toward inclusion of 
students with disabilities into their general education classrooms and the methods they 
employ for students to access the curriculum.  An open ended survey was administered to 
participants to identify the strategies they use to support students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom, why they choose the adaptations they use, as well as how 
they monitor these adaptations and if they make changes after the initial implementation 
of the adaptation. In addition to the information obtained from the open ended survey, the 
“Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities” (Antonak & Larrivee, 
1995) or ORI was used to identify patterns in participant experience based on the 
predetermined categories built into the questionnaire.  
 The distribution of surveys was completed by the researcher who placed flyers 
advertising the study and researcher contact information in both participating schools’ 
mailroom. Flyers were placed on the notification board ensuring that the flyers would be 
seen. Once the researcher was contacted by possible participants, the packet including the 
study materials (consent form, Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with 
Disabilities, and the researcher created adaptations survey) was placed into the teacher 
mailboxes at each respective school with a self addressed stamped envelope to return the 
materials. Onsite teachers returned forms by placing them in the researcher’s mailbox and 
teachers’ offsite returned forms by envelopes that were addressed to be returned to the 
researcher’s home address.  Both the ORI and researcher created survey on adaptations 
were numbered coded for confidentiality. The surveys were distributed and returned 
during the third quarter of the 2009-2010 academic year. 
EDUCATORS’ ATTITUDES AND ADAPTATIONS   24 
 
 The ORI was then analyzed by identifying the categories with the highest ratings 
between all participants. This analysis was a modified analysis and did not follow the 
scoring criteria, due to 7 of 9 participants’ scores falling into the neutral category. One 
participant’s ORI was not able to be scored due to participant not responding to all 
questions.  Due to this, the researcher felt more information could be gathered by ranking 
the predetermined categories and grouping responses by patterns and themes identified 
within participants and between participants. Responses from the researcher created 
survey were also categorized by adaptation type; typical or specialized. The information 
was then further analyzed to determine what factors were listed by the teachers’ that 
determined the choices of adaptations they employ, as well as the information provided 
about the factors determining continued use of adaptations. The open ended surveys were 
then related to the categories on the ORI to identify any additional patterns or themes that 
may not have been present in the responses to the open ended survey. As well as to 
further explore phenomenon experienced by the participants in the process of including 
students with disabilities into their general education classrooms.   
Summary 
 The current investigation was a phenomenological study focused on the 
relationship of how general education teachers’ attitudes about inclusion affect their use 
of adaptations for students with disabilities when participation in the general education 
classroom. A researcher created, open ended survey was employed for teachers to self 
report the adaptations they used for students with disabilities, typical or specialized 
adaptaions. The other instrument used was the Opinions Relative to the Integration of 
Students with Disabilities (ORI), a rating scale on teacher attitudes which was adapted 
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and used to identify additional phenomenon not addressed in the researcher created 
survey. The questionnaire and survey were analyzed to determine the types of adaptations 
varied within and between participants. The data provided was also further analyzed to 
determine if any other patterns existed in regards to factors determining which 
adaptations were used, the monitoring of these adaptations by teachers and if any changes 
were made after implementation of these adaptations. The following section discusses the 
findings of the analysis. 
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Results 
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to identify how general 
education teachers experience the process of including students with disabilities into the 
general education setting through the use of adaptations to curriculum. The current study 
examined adapting the four categories from the Opinions Relative to the Integration of 
Students with Disabilities (ORI) questionnaire (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995) to use as 
categories in individual responses to the researcher created open-ended questionnaire, 
and to identify additional themes that did not fall under these categories. These included 
items directed at adapting curriculum, challenges of inclusion, as well as factors driving 
decision making when students are included into the general education setting. The 
current study attempted to identify themes about participants’ individual needs in regards 
to inclusion. This study drew upon research that consistently shows teachers’ attitudes 
toward inclusion do not align with their practices of adaptations and modifications in the 
inclusive classroom (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Jobe & Rust, 1996; Kavale, 2002; 
Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996) and that there are other contributing factors that affect the 
personal experience of those who include students with disabilities into the general 
education setting. Some of the factors identified in the literature include teacher self-
efficacy, ease of implementation, outside support and disability type (Fisher & Frey, 
2001; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Nowacek & Mamlin, 2007; Scott et al., 1998).  
Perceived Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities 
 Participants’ responses to the four modified categories of the ORI indicated the 
category with the highest level of agreement/disagreement was perceived ability to teach 
students with disabilities, despite the category having only three items. All participants in 
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this study responded to the following item with high disagreement, “General-Education 
teachers have sufficient training to teach students with disabilities”. The respondents 
indicated they sought the special education teacher for support, referred to the student’s 
Individualized Education Plan for information, had support in the form of additional staff 
in the room, and participated in special education team meetings.  
 The second item on the ORI with which participants agreed strongly was 
“Integration of students with disabilities will necessitate extensive re-training of general-
classroom teachers”.  This statement provides further support that the teachers 
participating in this study feel the need for continued training. In support of that, one 
participant wrote on the ORI, “They may have the ability [to teach students with 
disabilities] but lack the training.” The responses also indicate a need for support from 
special education staff. Not only does this agreement indicate the importance of this need, 
but one participant further added, “I am not qualified to teach Special Education, if I 
wanted to do that, than I would have gone to school to be a Special Education Instructor.” 
Integrated Classroom Management 
 Participants’ ratings of the integrated classroom management items on the ORI 
indicated a strong response to this category. The statement with the most agreement 
signified that the participants felt the inclusion of a student with a disability into the 
general education setting would set a bad example (i.e. poor example of behavior) for 
other students. Open-ended responses indicate concern over managing the behavior of 
students with disabilities and the safety and rights of students without disabilities. 
Respondents perceived the rights of students without disabilities to be overridden by the 
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rights of students with disabilities. Responses also indicated that the behavior of students 
with certain disabilities can negatively affect the learning of other students.  
Participants’ also rated it more difficult to maintain order in a classroom with a 
student who has a disability versus a room that does not contain a student with a 
disability. Excerpts from the participants’ responses further illustrate the importance of 
the agreement between the two items on the ORI, “…defiant behavior associated with 
ADHD has been very challenging mainly because of the concern I have had for the safety 
of the others students in the classroom.” “He is a struggle to have in the classroom, has 
harmed others students, very foul.” “Dealing with EBD students (Emotional/Behavioral 
Disorder) in the classroom and keeping general ed. students intact at the same time.” 
“… if behavior is extremely violent. It is common sense. Students need alternative 
locations to learn where they do not negate the learning of themselves or others.” 
Other items on the ORI questionnaire that generated high agreement were that the 
inclusion of a student with disabilities requires extra patience and that more attention 
from the teacher is required, which is a detriment to the education of the other students.  
One of the respondents illustrated this by stating, “I realized how little I really do interact 
with other students and that I want to consciously work on giving them more time, and I 
realized how everything I do in my classroom is affected by my special ed. students.”   
This attitude was reflected in another participant’s response when discussing her co-
teaching situation and that it is one of the biggest challenges.  
The year I had 6 Emotional Behavioral Disability Students, 1 Learning Disabled 
student and 1 Developmental/Cognitive Delay student in my class. We tried 
having the special ed. students stay in my room and we’d work ‘together’. She 
and I worked with the ‘8’. There wasn’t a lot of time for the other 17.  …Not fair 
to the other kids and if I had to do that again the next year, I would have quit 
teaching. 
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Participants’ responses may reflect their belief that they have to constantly 
monitor the interactions of students with disabilities. This was illustrated by a 
participant’s response regarding one of the biggest challenges of inclusion: “helping the 
other students deal with and interact with him.”  Participants’ focus on the individual 
with a disability as illustrated by responses alludes to the fact that less attention is given 
to class-wide instruction when a student with a disability is included into a classroom. 
 Teachers indicated their belief that the student with a disability will exhibit 
behavior problems was another concern regarding integrated classroom management. 
Though participants’ beliefs about behavior varied, in general, teachers strongly agreed 
that the student with disabilities would negatively impact classroom management for the 
general education teacher.  
Benefits of Integration 
 Participants believed there were only a few benefits of integration. Based on the 
responses to items in the benefits of integration category, participants were most in 
agreement that special education students should be included in the general education 
setting for the social benefits and only “when possible” (as determined by general 
education teachers). The belief in the positive social development of both individuals 
with and without disabilities was indicated by positive responses to the following items: 
“Integration offers mixed group interactions that will foster understanding and acceptance 
of differences among students” and “The presence of students with disabilities will not 
promote the acceptance of differences on the part of students without disabilities”. 
Several participants indicated peer support and interaction is important, illustrated in the 
following responses: “In my experience children accept differences in students easily.” “I 
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like to encourage friendships between students and a feeling of belonging also.” “Their 
peers also help by supporting and encouraging them.” 
Participants’ strongly agreed with the statement “Students with disabilities should 
be given every opportunity to function in the general education classroom when 
possible”. Despite this strong agreement, participants’ indicated this agreement was 
conditional based on the “when possible” part of the statement. Although participants’ 
did not elaborate greatly on this distinction the answers provided on the open-ended 
questionnaire and comments written into the ORI were illustrated by one participant’s 
notation on the ORI underlining the “where possible” part of the statement, and another 
participant writing in “not complete isolation-mainstream where/when possible”.  These 
responses indicate that inclusion of students with disabilities should be made on an 
individual basis with decisions being based on both special and general educators’ 
experience. 
Special versus Integrated Education 
 Teachers responded with strong agreement to the item “Teaching students with 
disabilities is better done by special than general education teachers” in the category of 
special versus integrated education. This agreement is supported in open-ended responses 
that identified special education teachers as a source of information and the resource 
room as a place for individual students to get specialized instruction for their specific 
disability. Responses also supported the belief that special education teachers are more 
qualified to teach students with disabilities and that one has to be trained as a special 
educator to successfully teach students with disabilities. The following responses 
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illustrate the above: “I didn’t go to school to teach special ed. I will do many things to 
help and include those students, but I will always believe in the ‘pull out’ system.” 
 “I am a general education teacher. I don’t feel that I am qualified to teach special 
education.” 
“Integration of students with disabilities will require significant changes in 
general classroom procedures” was the second item, which was positively responded to. 
Some areas of change that were mentioned in participant responses are differentiation, 
behavior disrupting instruction, and the lack of time teachers have to complete all of the 
daily duties that are required of them. The following responses are excerpts from 
participants illustrate: “It is difficult to differentiate (instruction) enough to meet the 
needs of all the students.” “I am in favor of inclusion, but not when that student disrupts 
the learning environment of his/her classmates.” “The other challenge is finding time to 
interact with the children that are not disabled and would just like to be acknowledged by 
their teacher.” “My biggest challenge is class size (too many students that need my help 
and attention).” 
Overall, participants indicated that students with disabilities should be included in 
the general education classroom for their social development. However, teachers’ 
responses indicated that they felt differently about including students in the general 
education setting for academic development. This was indicated by participants’ 
responses focusing on the “pull out” model of special education instruction as they 
indicated that students with disabilities learn best when taught by a trained special 
education teacher.  
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Disability Type 
 While analyzing participant responses, disability type emerged as a highly 
significant concern among the teachers. Participants all made some mention of type of 
disability in their responses, especially on the ORI, with many writing, “it depends on the 
disability” directly on the form.  One participant even wrote, “This was very difficult to 
respond to. Each child and their disability is unique. What may be true for some may not 
be true for others. It is too difficult to ‘generalize’ all students with disabilities. I say this 
with 27 years of experience.” 
 What did emerge out of participants’ responses was how their opinion of 
inclusion varied based on the type of disability the student has. When it came to students 
who had physical disabilities, the teachers responded that the disability was generally not 
an issue and the only challenge was arranging the physical space for the student to have 
access throughout the classroom.  
 For students with learning disabilities, most of the teachers reported they make 
adaptations for the individual to participate in class and appeared to have less difficulty 
including these students in their classrooms. Some participants did indicate the preference 
for LD (Learning Disabled) students to be instructed in the resource room because it 
would be more beneficial for the student. “I feel LD students need to work in small 
groups or individually so they can learn in the way that “works for them. They learn 
‘differently’. That’s why they’re ‘LD’. I know many of these kids can work their way 
back to ‘regular ed.’ if they get help early enough.” “If a student is learning at the same 
level as a class (academically or behaviorally) he/she can be included in lessons. (If they 
are not, they need instruction at their level.) It is common sense.” 
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The participants felt that students with emotional and behavioral disorders were 
the most difficult to include in the general education classroom and often indicated 
students with this type of disability as their “biggest challenge.” Nearly every participant 
included an example of a student with behavioral issues s/he had in the past and this was 
reflected in their concerns about including students with disabilities into their classrooms. 
Participants reported that students with behavior problems often disrupt classroom 
procedure, affecting the learning of their peers, and that their rights are often more valued 
then the individuals who are not disabled. “EBD students must ‘earn’ their way back into 
regular ed. rooms by behaving/following rules. Make the special ed. room a place they 
don’t want to be and the regular ed. room where they prefer to be.” “…or if behavior is 
extremely violent, students need alternative locations to learn where they do not negate 
the learning of themselves or others.” “So much of our sp. ed. [special education] staff 
time is spent responding to crisis situations, behavioral outbursts, and often other special 
ed. students w/out behavior issues end up taking a back seat to the EBD students.” 
“Behavior disabilities are becoming more severe and increasing in numbers. These types 
of sp. ed. students are the most challenging and it’s very difficult to ‘mainstream’ these 
students without a paraprofessional.” “It is the behavior issues that should be rethought. 
When a student takes more, a major amount more, of a teacher’s time than any other 
student because of behavior issues there should be the option to have them somewhere 
else. I know we have a special ed. room, but as it is, the special ed. teacher is 
overextended. So many students are being cheated out of a true school experience 
because their teacher is so involved in holding things together, not teaching, that there is 
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little or no time for them. It is not fair to everyone.” “I have also found it difficult when 
students with disabilities are unexpectedly angry, stubborn or defiant.” 
 Although there are other types of disabilities, physical disabilities, learning 
disabilities, and emotional behavioral disorders were most frequently discussed in the 
teachers’ responses. Although some participants mentioned other disability types (i.e. 
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder), these were not listed as a disability type but as 
an identifier of specific behavior difficulties associated with the disability. 
Adaption Type 
 Two types of adaptations were identified for use in this study based on previous 
research, typical adaptations and specialized adaptations, to determine which adaptations 
are used most by the participants. Typical adaptations are defined as modifying 
instruction, modifying assignments, teaching learning skills, or enhancing behavior. 
Specialized adaptations are defined as altering curriculum, altering instructional 
materials, varying instructional grouping, and enhancing behavior (i.e. token economies, 
frequent parent contact). Participants were asked what type of adaptation they used and to 
give some examples of these adaptations, with examples of both types of adaptations 
listed equally. 
 Participants reported using typical adaptations in modifying instruction, 
modifying assignments, teaching learning skills, and enhancing behavior. Adaptations to 
instruction included one step directions, repeating/reviewing information, grouping 
students, arranging classroom for wheelchair access, frequent reminders, movement, and 
breaks. Adaptations to assignments included a reduction in the amount of problems to be 
completed and a reduction in the overall amount of work to be completed.  Learning 
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skills that were taught included using multi-modal instruction and using manipulatives 
(i.e. base ten blocks, counters, etc.). Behavior enhancing adaptations included having the 
same routine, posting daily schedule, verbalizing transitions, and non-verbal cues (e.g. 
stop sign, finger signals). 
 Specialized adaptations listed by participants were across all areas (altering 
curriculum, altering instructional materials, varying instructional grouping, and 
enhancing behavior). Adaptations to the curriculum included accepting observation of 
activity instead of participation, using pictures, and having an alternate activity available. 
Adaptations to instructional materials included modifying expectations, drawing pictures 
as responses, giving lists, highlighting the words the student needs to write, and having 
responsibilities to help with the activity (i.e. teacher’s helper). Adaptations to the 
instructional grouping include having peer helpers, a full time aide, preferential seating, 
having teacher in close proximity, and placement by specific students. Behavior 
enhancing adaptations included having peer role models and using physical stimulation 
(i.e. using a “koosh” ball). 
 Not all participants reported using adaptations or gave specific examples. A 
majority of the participants did list what type of adaptation they used and gave examples 
such as those for typical adaptations. Specialized adaptations were indicated as being 
used frequently by participants, but not all listed the types of adaptations they employed. 
Factors Affecting the use of Adaptations 
 Through analysis of participant responses four themes emerged as factors 
affecting the use of adaptations. The four themes identified by the researcher are student 
factors, resource factors, adaptation factors, and teacher factors.  
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 Student factors are based on the individual student with a disability, which 
include Individualized Education Plans, Individualized Education Plan meetings, 
decisions made by special and general education teacher, parent wishes/input, and when 
the special education teacher or aide can be in the room to provide assistance. Other 
factors listed revolve around the disability of the student, including the disability type, 
student needs, student ability, student attitude and attention levels, as well as their ability 
to follow directions and work independently. A theme that has been a main point in all 
sections of the study and was also included in student factors was the behavior of the 
student. 
 A second factor in the implementation of adaptations for teachers is resource 
factors. Resource factors include having heard about the adaptation from colleagues, 
current research, readings from former education coursework, and conversations with 
special education teacher or co-teacher. Other factors listed focus on district mandates 
and the resources available to implement the adaptations. 
 The third factor identified in the use of adaptations was adaptation factors. 
Adaptation factors include the perception of benefit by the special education teacher, 
previous adaptation success, modification of adaptation, reaction of students to similar 
adaptations, and how the adaptation can be applied to the current subject or activity.
 The final factor in regards to adaptations is the teacher factor. This factor included 
responses such as how comfortable the teacher was with implementing the adaptation, 
perception of success, previous success with the use of that adaptation or one similar to it, 
and the attitudes/needs of the individual and the class as a whole. Other responses 
focused on the work required to implement the adaptations such as preparation time, time 
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required implementing the adaptation, ease of implementation, what the class/team 
meeting decided would work best, the students’ perspective of what would work, and the 
teacher perspective of benefit to the student. Other teacher factors affecting use of 
adaptations were if it created and was conducive to a positive learning environment. 
Perceptions of Successful Adaptations 
 Participants of this study were also asked how they determined if the use of an 
adaptation was successful and how they determined success. Responses varied but could 
be grouped into three areas: educational, behavioral, and social success. 
 The area of educational success focused on student performance in the classroom. 
This area included student progress toward meeting goals and objectives on their 
Individualized Education Plan, reduction in the need for special education intervention or 
time needed in the resource room setting. Educational success was also defined as the 
student “getting it” or understanding material, completing assignments (with or without 
95% accuracy), participating in classroom activities, achieving at least a portion of stated 
lesson objectives, student engagement, student participation, student attention during the 
activity, and if the adaptation nurtured learning skills. Other determinations of success 
included teacher observation/judgment, freeing up time for the teacher to have more one 
on one interaction with students, and testing. 
 The second area in the perception of success was the area of behavioral success. 
Behavioral success was defined as decreasing student frustration, elimination of negative 
behaviors, reduction of student noises,  appropriate behavior during an activity, 
elimination of physical harm to others, remained close to teacher/aide, did not run or 
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disrupt the class, interacted with teacher/aide calmly, and the desired behavior improved 
(due to the adaptation). 
 The final area of success, social success, was determined by an increase in student 
self-esteem and confidence, peer encouragement, support, and interaction with general 
education students. 
Summary 
 Overall, there is a complex interplay between teacher attitude, experience, and 
personal and external factors that shape how educators include students with disabilities 
into their classroom. These factors influence the educators’ perception of their abilities, 
how they manage classrooms, how they include students with disabilities, and how they 
adapt the curriculum for these students. The use and success of adaptations are based on 
personal experience or the experience of others, which determines continued use of the 
adaption. All of these factors have to be considered in comparison to each individual’s 
personal experience and to the group of participants as a whole to get a better 
understanding of the phenomenon of including a student with a disability in the general 
education classroom.
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Discussion 
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to identify how general 
education teachers experience the process of including students with disabilities into the 
general education setting through the use of adaptations to curriculum. This study 
employed an adapted version of the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with 
Disabilities (ORI) questionnaire (Antonak & Larrivee, 1995), which used the factor 
categories as a basis for additional information and analysis. The second item employed 
was a researcher created questionnaire that was used to identify additional beliefs towards 
inclusion and use of adaptations to curriculum, which allow students with disabilities to 
participate in the general education classroom. This study was conducted to determine if 
participants’ experiences are similar to those in previous research and to identify how this 
experience affects the use of adaptations to curriculum in the present context. 
Perceived Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities 
 Participants in this study felt that they had the ability to teach students with 
disabilities but lacked sufficient training to do so. One participant also indicated that s/he 
was not a special education teacher, and did not go to school to become one. This 
indicates a belief that although general education teachers feel they are capable of 
teaching students with disabilities, they do not have the training and may prefer special 
education staff to instruct students with disabilities because of lack of desire to teach 
students with disabilities.  
 In the review of literature, several studies indicated the need for further training of 
general education teachers on how to educate students with disabilities. This need was 
evident despite the level of severity of disability, from mild to severe, or the type of 
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disability (Buell et al., 1999; Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996 
Semmel & Abernathy, 1991). It is also important to note that in their meta-analysis of 
studies on attitudes towards inclusion, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that only 
29.2% of general education teachers felt that they had adequate training to teach special 
education students. Semmel and Abernathy (1991) also reported that regular education 
teachers feel they have the ability to provide one-to-one instruction (7.10%) and small 
group instruction (30.79%). The lack of training and perceived ability is important 
because teachers are asked to accomplish tasks that they do not have the skills for, which 
can increase opposition towards the inclusion of students with disabilities. Lack of 
training and ability may also negatively impact students with disabilities in that they do 
not get the education that best suits their needs, which is not providing the individualized 
education that is mandated by current legislation. 
  A lack of training decreases general education teachers’ perceived ability to teach 
students with disabilities as well as their perceived benefit of including students with 
disabilities into the general education setting. Research conducted by Shade and Stewart 
(2001) suggests that these negative attitudes can be changed by participation in one pre-
service course in teaching students with disabilities. Of further importance, the positive 
attitudes towards inclusion and teachers’ perceived ability to teach students with 
disabilities is affected by continued in-service training (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; 
Jobe & Rust, 1996). Research has also shown teachers with the highest levels of training 
and experience in teaching students with disabilities were the teachers who had the most 
positive views about inclusion and their perceived ability to teach students with 
disabilities (Van Reusen, Shoho, & Barker, 2001).  
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These results are significant in changing the perceptions of general education 
teachers because the addition of pre-service coursework and providing continuing in-
service training for general education teachers regarding students with disabilities can 
greatly impact their acceptance of students with special needs into the classroom. The 
high levels of agreement between the current study and previous research provides 
further credence to the body of research indicating the need for continued pre-service 
training for general education teachers as well as providing increased in-service training 
for teachers who are currently practicing.  The high levels of agreement between this 
study and previous research also implies that despite this body of knowledge regarding 
teacher education, the need for additional training for general education teachers has not 
been addressed for the participants of this study. Without system wide changes, current 
legislation cannot be applied in the means it is intended, leading to improper 
implementation or lack of implementation in schools which can hurt all students 
education, not only those with disabilities. In order for teachers to “buy in” to inclusion 
of students with disabilities, they need to be educated on the benefits of inclusion and 
how to do it properly. Both of these items could be addressed with increased pre-service 
education and continued in-service training specifically aimed at the process of including 
students with disabilities. 
Integrated Classroom Management 
The majority of participants in this study were in agreement that including a 
student with a disability in the classroom would and/or could set a bad example for those 
students without a disability.  They agreed that when their attention is focused on the 
student with a disability the inability to maintain order and give direction to the other 
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students within the classroom is a concern. Participants’ responses indicated that they felt 
that including a student with a disability requires more attention and patience from the 
teacher. 
 In support of current results, Monahan and Marino (1996) found that 71% of 
respondents felt that regular education teachers could not provide the extra attention and 
assistance that special education students needed.  When it came to students with 
disabilities demonstrating behavioral problems in the classroom, 26% agreed they could 
not provide the extra attention with 38% scoring neutral. Educators’ reported that they 
have to give extra support and time to students with disabilities. Including the possibility 
of behavior problems, educators may feel too overwhelmed to include students that they 
know will require additional effort on their part. The current study had several comments 
from participants who stated that they did not have enough time to do their regular 
education duties, let alone including extra work for the students with disabilities. 
Participants also mentioned that the size of their classroom has been growing and there is 
not enough time for them to give individual attention equally to all students. Adding a 
student who requires more time will disproportionally distribute already precious teacher 
time from other students who may need that attention.  If you include behavioral 
problems into this equation, it further creates an unbalanced distribution of time limiting 
what the teacher can do to benefit all of the students in the classroom.  
 When including students with disabilities into the classroom, Scruggs and 
Mastropieri (1996) found that teachers felt when including students with learning or 
behavioral disorders into a classroom, it should contain 20 or less students. Eighty three 
point three percent of teachers felt the number of students with disabilities included 
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should also be limited. In one participant’s experience from the current study, she co-
taught a classroom with a special education instructor and had eight students with 
behavioral problems and 14 students without disabilities. She stated that if she were 
required to teach another year in that situation, she would have quit teaching. Personal 
experiences like this illustrate the importance of consciously evaluating the workload on 
teachers when assigning special education students to a classroom. If educational systems 
are not aware of the increased burden they are putting on teachers who have students that 
require extra teacher attention, and do not reduce class size accordingly, teachers’ 
attitudes will continue to remain negative toward including students into their classrooms. 
Avramidis and Norwich’s study (2002), which also reviewed teachers’ attitudes 
towards inclusion, found that 38% of teachers’ felt it was appropriate to include students 
with severe emotional and behavioral difficulties in the general education setting.  
Research identifies that the addition of students with severe disabilities paired with large 
class sizes are unmanageable for general education teachers. It also demonstrates that 
despite their best efforts, teachers feel that they are asked to do the impossible with these 
large groups of students with minimal support from those who are dictating the inclusion 
of students with special needs in an already overwhelmed classroom. Teachers require 
additional support in the form of additional resources, such as increased special education 
staff, collaboration with special education staff, and additional preparation time. 
 Interestingly, in a survey of high school teachers’ attitude toward inclusion, Van 
Reusen, et al. (2001) found the teachers’ perception towards including students with 
disabilities would negatively affect the delivery of content, the learning environment, and 
overall quality of instruction. Although this study was that of high school teachers who 
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primarily teach in content areas, it highlights feelings that were expressed in the current 
study and illustrates the concerns teachers identify at the elementary level, which do not 
disappear as the students age. These concerns continue to be prevalent throughout the 
educational system.  The consistency of these concerns across grade level and content 
allude to a far more significant problem than just including the students with disabilities. 
These issues need to be addressed by educational systems whether it is changes in teacher 
education and training, system-wide changes that help to prepare and support educators 
for the inclusion process, or finding ways in each system to alleviate concerns and solve 
the problems that are identified in the body of research. Specifically, Buell et al. (1999) 
surveyed teachers to identify their in-service needs. They reported a lack of confidence in 
adapting curriculum and materials, managing behavior problems, giving individual 
assistance, and writing behavioral objectives. Despite identified areas of need, the current 
study has shown that in respect to the current participants, these needs have not been 
addressed, even with research providing a basis of changes that need to be addressed by 
the current educational system. 
Benefits of Integration 
 Participants felt that including a student with a disability will foster social growth 
for all students by promoting the acceptances of individual differences and promoting 
social growth for the student with disabilities. Despite the belief of positive social 
development, not many participants indicated a belief in positive academic growth and 
focused on including students with disabilities only when they felt it was possible or 
beneficial for that student.  
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 These results reveal an underlying current in the implementation of inclusion. If 
teachers that are implementing the program, i.e. inclusion, do not see all the benefits of 
inclusion for an individual student or all students, then the likeliness of them participating 
to the best of their ability diminishes.  Belief that inclusion is not beneficial may come 
from teachers’ lack of confidence in their instructional skills. When surveyed, 75% of a 
group of teachers felt that they do not have the background or instructional skills needed 
to teach students with disabilities (Monahan & Marino, 1996).  In this same group of 
educators, only 62% felt that students benefitted from inclusion (Monahan & Marino, 
1996).  In Scruggs and Mastropieri’s (1996) review of literature, 54.4% of participants in 
15 surveys agreed with general statements about the benefits from inclusion, but when 
items were more strongly worded, the belief in the efficacy of integration became 
extremely variable. Given the variability in these percentages, asking teachers to 
participate in something that they do not necessarily believe does not seem likely to 
benefit the students.  
These percentages illustrate an area to address by the proponents of inclusion, 
especially when one takes into account the results of Jobe and Rust’s (1996) study.  
This study identified that teachers’ belief in the benefits of inclusion increased when 
given in-service training on the topic. For pre-service teachers, Burke and Sutherland 
(2004) identified a stronger belief in the benefits of inclusion. Results from the two cited 
studies recognize a need for teacher educators to identify the benefits of integration and 
show educators proof of these benefits, whether it be in pre-service coursework or 
continued education for in-service teachers. In doing so, the benefits of including students 
with disabilities may become more widely accepted by general education teachers. 
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Targeted training could also provide educators the necessary skills to include students 
with disabilities as well as changing their beliefs toward inclusion, which in turn would 
increase educator performance for all students. 
The practice of illustrating the benefits of inclusion and providing evidence to 
support this principle of inclusion prior to instituting the practice of inclusion in schools 
has been shown to be beneficial.  For example, in the review of literature of attitudes 
toward inclusion, Advramidis and Norwich (2002) found in several studies that 
commitment to inclusion emerges at the end of the inclusion process. It was also 
discovered after participating in the inclusion process, teachers’ confidence to teach 
students with disabilities increased. General education teachers’ views also changed after 
they saw inclusion as a positive challenge, and identified it as an area where more work 
and support were needed.  
Positive beliefs toward inclusion were also studied by McLeskey, et al. (2001). 
Researchers found that teachers who taught in inclusionary programs were significantly 
more positive about the academic benefits of inclusion for students with disabilities, as 
well as low achieving students. The belief that including students with disabilities is less 
stigmatizing to the child was also identified in teachers who have participated in 
inclusion.  Presenting educators with the benefits of inclusion prior to inclusion may not 
solve all the obstacles presented by the practice of inclusion, but would help to create 
“teacher buy-in” generating a more positive, accepting environment to foster the growth 
of all students. This could create a basis for educators to begin to alter their beliefs about 
inclusion.  A change in beliefs would increase the likeliness that educators would work 
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harder to provide the necessary adaptations in instruction and in their classrooms which 
are required to effectively include students with disabilities. 
Special versus Integrated Education 
 Teachers’ attitudes in the current study were consistent and demonstrated that the 
educators surveyed stated that the current model of special education (resource or pull-
out model) is one that they feel works and that they are not unhappy with the current 
model. Also, salient in the responses was the belief that special educators have the 
knowledge and expertise needed to teach students with disabilities and that the process of 
including students with disabilities would require significant changes in the general 
education procedures. 
 The practice of sending special education students out of the classroom to a 
resource room has been supported by general education teachers (Monahan & Marino, 
1996). Monahan and Marino found that 67% of regular education teachers would prefer 
to send special education students out of the classroom rather than having the special 
education teachers deliver service in the regular education classroom. Those who were 
surveyed in this study also felt that the primary responsibility for special education 
students fell on the special education teacher.  
The idea of responsibility regarding a special education student’s education was 
also reported in a study conducted by Semmel and Abernathy (1991) where results 
indicated that fewer than half of the regular education teachers would accept 
responsibility for the education of students with disabilities placed in their classroom. A 
similar viewpoint was identified in a review of literature by Avramidis and Norwich 
(2002), which indicated that general education teachers do not negatively view the “pull-
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out” model of special education service delivery and that they were not supportive of the 
full inclusion model of service delivery. 
 Teacher responsibility for students and preference for the pull out model of 
special education delivery may have a basis in several beliefs. One belief is that the duty 
of educating students with disabilities will negatively impact the education of students 
without disabilities when placed on the general education teacher (Elhoweris & Alsheikh, 
2004). Another belief is that a lack of available resources to support general education 
teachers in the implementation of inclusion could be to blame.  Literature has indicated 
several areas of need for resources, such as adequate class size, need for in-service 
training, time to meet with parents, collaboration time with special education teachers, 
additional preparation time and administrative support (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; 
Buell, et al, 1999; Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; Monahan & Marino, 1996). 
 These areas of need are well illustrated in the research and have yet to be 
effectively addressed in the process of inclusion. The implementation of full inclusion 
will not be successful if these areas of need are not addressed. The ad hoc manner of 
implementing a program and addressing needs afterwards, has not been an effective 
delivery system and is an injustice to all students who are being serviced in the current 
educational system. In order to provide the education that is deserved by students with 
and without disabilities, the current drive in research should not continue to identify the 
problems that are experienced, but to address such problems. An avenue for addressing 
these problems could be a deliberate retraction from full inclusion to properly implement 
the program and to address any systematic changes that exist, instead of pushing the 
“idea,” and not providing the means necessary to make it a lasting positive change in the 
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educational paradigm. The practice of education is being driven by legislative decisions, 
which despite the good intentions of the decisions, are not addressed in a practical, real 
world situation before being implemented. 
Disability Type 
The type of disability a child was identified with was a major concern for the 
teachers participating in the current study. Physical disabilities were of the least concern 
as participants indicated that adaptations to the classroom environment were fairly easy to 
make in most situations. In regards to students with learning disabilities, participants 
indicated a preference for resource room instruction believing that it is more beneficial to 
the student. Participates stated that students with disabilities are not typical learners and 
specialized instruction would benefit students with disabilities to gain enough 
academically to rejoin their non-disabled peers in the classroom. The disability category 
that was most mentioned by participants was Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. 
Teachers revealed that these students are often the most challenging to include in the 
classroom due to the amount of attention they require from the teacher, and the disruption 
in the learning environment. 
 Teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion have been shown to be greatly influenced by 
the type of disability the student may have and the severity of the disability. Several 
studies have shown very low teacher support of inclusion when the student has a 
disability that includes emotional and behavioral problems. Teacher support of inclusion 
for students with emotional and behavioral problems was between 28.9% and 32.3% 
depending on the research being reviewed (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).  Similar results 
were indicated in Avramidis and Norwich’s (2002) review of literature. They found that 
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approximately one third of teachers supported the inclusion of students with more 
moderate learning disabilities and emotional and behavioral difficulties, but up to 95% 
supported the inclusion of students with milder disabilities. The support for students with 
milder disabilities was attributed to the slighter need for additional instructional or 
management skills from the teacher. The only type of disability perceived as inferior to 
emotional behavioral disorders were students who were deaf and blind when including 
students with disabilities into the general education classroom. 
 When it comes to other forms of disabilities, such as learning disabilities or 
developmental and cognitive delays, studies have shown more support for the inclusion 
of students with learning disabilities.  Between 71.4% and 86.9% of participants were 
supportive when other milder disabilities were included into the classroom. Responses 
varied between 11.9% and 22.8% when students with more severe intellectual disabilities 
were included in the classroom (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996).   
  Jobe and Rust’s (1996) participants also indicated this preference for making 
adaptations for students with physical disabilities in contrast to those who had 
emotional/behavioral problems or cognitive problems.  The preference for making 
adaptations to the environment seem to be preferable for the relative ease for which they 
can be done and the fact that once they are completed, they do not require as much 
additional upkeep as other adaptations.  
In contrast, disability type as a factor affecting inclusion was not identified when 
researching pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. Burke and Sutherland (2004) 
found that pre-service teachers felt that all students with special needs should be included 
despite the type of disability compared to their in-service counterparts.  This phenomenon 
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could be attributed to several factors including more knowledge of disabilities, 
confidence in their teaching skills, or in the lack of experience they have had in the 
classroom such as having had personal experiences with students who have challenging 
behaviors. 
This dramatic lack of support of inclusion for students with emotional and 
behavioral disorders provides insight to stakeholders in the inclusion debate. 
Stakeholders should examine the possibility that there are system-wide issues that need to 
be addressed before including a student with this type of disability into the classroom. 
Such issues could include providing teacher education programs and continued in-service 
training. Educational systems could focus on providing additional collaboration and 
preparation time for teachers who include students with disabilities in the classroom. A 
restructuring of the current inclusion system to include additional supports for teachers 
who have a classroom that include students disabilities, such as, smaller classroom size, 
co-teaching, and administrative support in dealing with issues that arise after including a 
student with behavioral issues.   
Adaptation Type 
 Adaptation type was defined by two categories, specialized adaptations and 
typical adaptations. Specialized adaptations are adaptations that are made for a specific 
student and involve altering curriculum, altering instructional materials, varying 
instructional grouping, and enhancing behavior (individual contingencies). Typical 
adaptations are adaptations that can be applied to the classroom as a whole and are 
modifying instruction, modifying assignments, teaching learning skills or enhancing 
behavior (group contingencies). The results of the current research indicated that 
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participants employed both types of adaptations equally when listed and categorized by 
the researcher. 
 Bender and colleagues’ (1995) literature review found that teachers favored the 
use of adaptations based on reasonability and feasibility. Even with this overall positive 
attitude toward adaptations, general educators indicated their preference for adaptations 
that could be implemented for the class as a whole (typical adaptations) and required less 
effort on the part of the teacher. Conversely, their preference for individualized 
adaptations (specialized adaptations) was rated less positively due to the increased 
amount of effort on the part of the educator. 
 In a study focused on the use of interventions and their implications, 67% of 
teachers surveyed indicated that they individualized their instruction (deBettencourt, 
1999). Despite this promising number of participants indicating their use of adaptations, 
of those adaptations listed, two out of three adaptations cited were typical adaptations 
(providing several test options, changing amount of work on the same task). The 
specialized adaptation was that of individualizing instruction to those with low cognitive 
abilities, without specific strategies listed. This research indicated deficits in the areas of 
use of behavioral contracts, advanced organizers, and frequently varying instructional 
materials for students with disabilities (all under 50%). 
 In order to determine specific uses of adaptations, typical or specialized, Fuchs 
and Fuchs (1995) provided general educators with complete adaptations and support to 
implement these adaptations. The adaptations employed in this study were directed at 
students with learning disabilities who participated in the general education curriculum 
across several grade levels.  During this process, they monitored which adaptations the 
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general education teachers most often used. They determined that the easiest packet to 
implement was used an average of 3.3 times, the specialized packet was used 2.5 times 
and the packet that required the most effort to implement was used 1.2 times. It was also 
found during the course of the study that four teachers failed to implement adaptations 
when it was deemed necessary by Curriculum Based Measures (CBM). Only five 
teachers identified their own adaptations during the study, and often identified the same 
adaptations for multiple students with learning disabilities (27%). It was also noted that 
when employing specialized adaptations, 30% of the teachers implemented them for the 
whole classroom making no further adaptations for the student identified as having a 
learning disability. Regardless of the support, some participants in this study did not use 
adaptations when a need was indicated. Participants were also more likely to make 
typical adaptations versus specialized adaptations, which is contrary to the results of the 
current study. This preference for typical adaptations further lends credence to the outside 
variables of time and other resources that are required for educators to make changes in 
the classroom that are necessary to implement adaptations for students with disabilities.  
In an additional attempt to identify the use of adaptations in mainstream classes, 
Bender, et al. (1995) found that mainstream teachers reported using instructional 
strategies to facilitate mainstreaming. Sixty two percent of teachers reported 
individualizing when necessary, 56% responding individualizing with some frequency, 
and 60% indicated that they varied instructional level with some degree of frequency. Of 
those types of adaptations listed, 72% indicated peer tutoring, 63% used alternative tests, 
48% used cooperative instruction, 70% metacognitive strategies, and 50% strategic 
instructional principles. For adaptations related to behavior modification or motivation, 
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31% reported using self- monitoring systems, 34% token economies, and 28% behavioral 
contracts. When it came to the use of more specific adaptations, 35% used advance 
organizers and 28% indicated direct and daily measures. In spite of such positive results, 
it should be taken into consideration that participants use a self-report to identify their use 
of strategies. Taken into account with Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) and deBettencourt (1999) 
studies, self-reports may not accurately represent participants’ use of strategies due to 
participant bias. 
 Conversely in a study focused on disability type to identify adaptations in general 
education classrooms, results indicated that typical adaptations were primarily used. In 
their study, researchers Nowacek and Mamlin (2007) focused primarily on adaptations 
made by teachers who instruct students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 
(ADHD). Researchers found that teachers at the elementary level focused primarily on 
adaptations that “maintained the integrity of the academic subject and required little 
individualization in terms of planning, instruction, and resources” (p.30).  The 
participants indicated using modified spelling tests, content reading strategies (Content 
Reading in the Secondary Schools, acronym CRISS), permitting a student to use dictation 
to scribe, allowing a student to use copies of math pages so they do not have to copy 
problems, and allowing a student to choose where to work.  As for behavioral 
modifications, participants reported ignoring inappropriate behavior and allowing 
frequent movement. Behavioral adaptations were not consistently implemented in the 
study. A majority of the adaptations identified in Nowacek and Mamlin’s (2007) study 
would be categorized as typical adaptations, with none of the adaptations being tailored 
to meet an individual student’s need by altering the curriculum or providing specialized 
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behavioral support. These results provide more evidence to indicate that the use of 
specialized adaptations in equal part to typical adaptations is not normal practice, and the 
results in the current study are contrary to results in the field of research. 
 An examination of literature has shown that teachers report using adaptations for 
students with disabilities with some frequency (around 60-70%). In spite of reports of 
using adaptations, teachers generally indicated using adaptations that can be made to the 
entire curriculum and implemented with ease more frequently than those that may be 
more effective but are more time consuming. Adaptations specific to individual students 
are often employed less often and with less consistency due to the higher demand it 
places on the general education teacher.  
 It is important to note in the supported use of adaptations in the Fuchs and others 
study (1995) specifically provided, supported adaptations and curriculum based measures 
are not necessarily enough for general education teachers to implement appropriate 
adaptations. It indicates an area of need in research to identify additional factors that can 
further increase the use of both typical and specialized adaptations in the mainstream 
classroom.  More importantly, it indicates a need for a renewed effort to encourage 
educators to continue the practice of implementing adaptations and becoming more 
confident in their identification and administration of adaptations to curriculum. 
As for the current study, it appears that this trend of using typical adaptations 
more frequently than specialized adaptations may be changing. Researcher analysis of 
adaptations listed by participants indicated that the participants employed typical and 
specialized adaptations in an equal amount. Although this is promising in terms of the 
development of inclusion, it is unclear if the adaptations in the current study are 
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employed with the same frequency as another.  Despite this positive trend in one setting, 
it is evident that many teachers still do not employ adaptations (30-40%), which is 
unfortunate due to the likeliness that these educators are instructing students with 
disabilities. 
 Factors Affecting the use of Adaptations 
Factors affecting the use of adaptations in relation to the current study were 
identified as student factors, resource factors, adaptation factors, and teacher factors. 
Student factors were those related to Individualized Education Plans, parent involvement, 
and special education teacher/educational aide involvement. Resource factors were 
related to the individual’s experience with adaptations in the form of previous education, 
conversations with colleagues, district mandates, and resources made available for 
adaptations. The third factor, adaptation factors, focused on previous success with 
adaptations, perceived benefit of the adaptation, responses to adaptation by similar 
students, and how the adaptation can be applied to the current subject being taught. The 
final factor, teacher factors, are directed at teacher comfort at implementing the 
adaptations, belief in previous success with implementing adaptations, and the needs of 
the individual versus the class a whole.  
Student factors. 
 Student factors identified in the current study are factors that are relevant to 
individual students. These were listed as Individualized Education Plans and meetings to 
create these plans, special/general education teachers’ decisions, parent wishes/input as 
well as when the special education teacher or special education aide are available to be in 
the general education classroom.  
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 Despite the limited amount of research geared at these factors, there is some 
support for adaptations being increased with the availability of additional persons in the 
classroom. The current study lists the use of an educational aide, but in Nowacek and 
Mamlin’s study (2007) interviews of elementary teachers indicated that one participant 
reported having “a lot of university volunteers and paid tutors” (p.30). An aide helped in 
her classroom, which allowed her to provide individualized or small group instruction. 
This theme did not carry across to the high school educators in the study, but an 
additional resource that was available was a school wide assistance team. The team 
consisted of several general education teachers, special education teachers, a school 
psychologist, as well as other important team members who have a primary focus of 
solving classroom problems. The additional input from a variety of teachers could further 
help teachers to address adaptations in a positive manner and provide for more input than 
just the parent or special education teacher.  
 In spite of participants listing special education teacher input as a factor for 
making adaptations, in a study of teacher attitudes and corresponding adaptations, 
deBettencourt (1999) found that 51.8% of teachers in the study consulted with a special 
education teacher less than one hour per week or not at all, while only 8.6% of 
respondents consulted with a special education teacher three or more hours a week. In 
regards to the current study, if teachers indicated that decisions made by special 
education teachers drive their use of adaptations in the classroom and if you loosely 
applied deBettencourt’s (1999) results to the current study, one would deduce that 
participants are consulting with special education teachers not at all or less than one hour 
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a week. This leaves little collaboration time to encourage participants to make 
adaptations that are required to enhance student access to curriculum.  
 Fisher and Frey (2001), in their in-depth study on four students’ access to core 
curriculum, found that the students who were included in the general education classroom 
had significant disabilities and significant adaptations were frequently made for these 
students to access the core curriculum. This study revealed that although students were at 
different grade levels each had access to special education teachers who supported the 
staff in different content areas to make adaptations and who were not in charge of having 
a resource room. In having a special education teacher assigned solely to address 
adaptation needs, the inclusion of students with disabilities was a success. In the program 
being studied, peers were also of significant help to their classmates with disabilities, 
were often giving suggestions, and providing ideas for adaptations due to the fact these 
students have been in classes together for several years. The only area of disconnect in 
this established inclusion program was between the classroom and the Individualized 
Education Plan.  It was reported that goals and objectives were limited in their focus and 
were not often referenced by the staff making adaptations for the students with 
disabilities. Interestingly, in the current study, participants often based decisions on the 
Individualized Education Plan, where as in the Fisher and Frey (2001) study, the IEP was 
not often referenced. This disparity could be attributed to the level of involvement of the 
special education staff in a well established inclusion program versus a program that has 
a full continuum of placements and the special education teacher is responsible for their 
own classroom as well as assisting the students who are included in the mainstream 
setting. The sheer amount of adaptations made for those students in the inclusive school 
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is also evidenced by the need for a teacher to be available full time to make those 
adaptations or the students in the inclusion setting may lose out to the students who are in 
resource room, which is why the amount of adaptations in the current study are so few. 
Resource factors. 
 Resource factors identified were hearing about the adaptation from a colleague, 
current research, reading from previous coursework, conversations with special education 
teacher and co-workers, as well as district mandates and available resources. 
To illustrate the point of providing resources, Fuchs and others (1993) provided 
participants with vignettes for reading and math that contained students with learning 
disabilities appropriate to the teachers’ current teaching situation. The participants were 
then asked what adaptation they would perform under ideal or current conditions and 
with a variety of formats for responses, which were oral, written and choosing from a 
generated list of options. During analysis it was found that teachers would identify 
adaptations that required additional effort on part of the teacher when supplied with a list 
of options, such as motivational strategies, revision of instructional strategies, grouping 
solutions, revision of goals and consulting with other professionals. When not provided 
with a list, the most common answer was extra practice of a skill or concept versus re-
teaching lesson, changing materials, and using small group instruction over peer tutoring. 
Both adaptations of re-teaching a lesson and peer tutoring require more direct 
involvement on the part of the teacher, which could deter teachers from making these 
decisions independently without the support provided by the list of options.  These results 
support the need for effective collaboration among colleagues to provide a larger range of 
solutions to support each individual’s implementation of adaptations, provide more 
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meaningful adaptations for students with special needs, and additional resources in the 
form of special education staff who are limited in the amount of time they can allot to 
make adaptations. 
Fuchs et al. (1995) found that teachers would engage in specialized adaptations 
when specifically instructed and supported to do so. Comparing the group with support in 
adaptation implementation to the non-adaptation group, they were more likely to make 
changes in goals and instructional strategies. The adaptation group was more likely to 
target skills for students with Learning Disabilities, adaptations used were less similar 
than those used for other poorly performing students, and were more likely to rely on 
curriculum based measure to measure student progress than criterion referenced tests. It 
was also noted that the supported adaptation group re-taught lessons more frequently to 
the students with learning disabilities than those in the non-adaptation group. If 
additional, direct support were provided to general educators through training in the use 
of adaptations and adaptation materials that are specific to their lessons, teachers would 
be more likely to employ adaptations.  In order for special education staff to provide this 
level of direct support, it would require additional resources in the form of staff 
preparation time, materials, and additional pay to compensate educators for working on 
adaptations specific to curriculum. 
In a middle school setting, Nowacek and Mamlin (2007) reported the resources 
that teachers rely on were using the school wide assistance team (committee of teachers 
and support professionals who gather to generate solutions to educational problems), 
reviewing student folders, professional library, workshops/in-service, and peer-help with 
students’ previous teachers. Despite other resources being listed (parent input and 
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materials), the majority of resources used in this study are resources that can be 
established with a minimal amount of financial impact and primarily require 
organization, management, and district support. The benefit of such resources is that it 
provides a basis for teachers to solve problems and find materials and does not require 
significant funding.  
When provided with specific resources and support, general education teachers 
are more likely to employ effective strategies to monitor and improve student progress.  
The importance of providing appropriate resources is evident in the current research as 
previous research demonstrates the need for further teacher support, not only at the 
individual level but also at a district-wide level. These needs include items such as 
additional instructional material or packets, training individuals to become more 
experienced in making adaptations, collaboration time with colleagues who are fluent in 
curriculum based monitoring and adaptation implementation, implementation of school 
wide assistance teams, as well as additional time to conduct these activities and plan for 
any changes evidenced by the data. Additional resources in the form of training to use 
materials or programs for monitoring effectiveness also need to be considered. 
Adaptation factors. 
 Adaptation factors are those that are related to the use of a specific adaptation, 
such as perceived benefit by special education teacher, previous success of an adaptation, 
reactions of students to adaptations, how adaptations can be modified, and how 
adaptations can be applied to academic content. 
In a review of literature on implementing adaptations Scott, et al. (1998) found 
that adaptations implemented directly by the teacher were found to be the most desirable. 
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Adaptations were also rated as more desirable, with teachers being more willing to 
implement them, if they were easily implemented into the existing classroom routine, and 
perceived as highly effective. Adaptation qualities that were identified and were most 
frequently used required minimal amounts of extra time, minimal change in common 
teaching practices, and minimal additional assistance.   
This review of literature provides insight into teacher perception of adaptation and 
supports current findings about perceived benefit of the adaptation by the teacher as a 
deciding factor in the use of an adaptation. It also indicated that the adaptation itself is 
not the primary factor in implementing adaptations, but the teacher factors were the most 
indicative of specific adaptations implementation. This idea of teacher perception over 
actual adaptation success is supported in the current study, with teacher factors and 
student factors being the most cited by participants.  
Teacher factors. 
 Teacher factors identified in the use of adaptations were based on teacher 
experience and perceptions.  These included teacher comfort with the implementation of 
adaptations, perception of success with adaptations, perceived benefit to the student and 
the class as a whole, as well as the preparation and ease of implementation of adaptations.  
 Teacher perceptions can be a primary factor in the success of academic 
interventions and instruction for students with disabilities.  The concept of teachers’ 
perspectives was investigated in Jordan and Lindsay’s study (1997) which examined how 
teachers’ perspectives of disabilities affected their interactions with students who were 
exceptional, typical and at-risk. Teachers were grouped into a pathognomonic 
perspective, which assumes that a disability is inherent in the student, and an 
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interventionist perspective in which the individual assumes problems are due to an 
interaction between the student and environment. Results of this study indicated that 
teacher perspectives greatly influenced the amount and type of teacher-student 
interactions. Teachers who held an interventionist perspective were twice as likely to 
engage with students who were exceptional and at-risk.  These interactions were also 
aimed at fully extending the students thinking about the concepts being taught.  
Interventionist teachers also interacted equally with typical students and exceptional and 
at-risk students, indicating that opportunities to experience interactions with the teacher 
were similar in small groups and individually.  These results indicate that if teacher 
perceptions of disabilities and adaptations are addressed it could greatly influence the 
success of academic instruction for students with disabilities.  
 Perceptions of the inclusion of students with disabilities can be more loosely 
identified as positive or negative in regards to including students with disabilities. The 
effects of attitudes toward inclusion was identified by Bender, et al. (1995), who 
identified that if a teacher possessed a more positive attitude toward inclusion they 
reported greater use of effective instructional strategies. Conversely, teachers who were 
less approving of inclusion were more likely to use fewer effective instructional 
strategies, as well as fewer individualized instruction strategies. 
Other factors associated with teachers were if the educator taught a content area 
or special area class, level of school taught, and integration patterns associated with 
teacher expectations. These factors were identified in Gelzheiser et al. al (1997) but were 
not evident in the current study or Jordan and Lindsay’s (1997) study.  It was reported in 
Gelzheiser’s study that content area teachers are more likely to make modifications than 
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special area teachers, specifically testing modifications, extended time and modified 
content. Two thirds of content area teachers were more likely to rely on special education 
teachers to make modifications compared to teachers of special area classes who did not 
indicate a reliance on special education teachers to make modifications.  Elementary 
teachers in this same study were more likely to use large group instruction while 
secondary teachers employed collaborative small groups almost exclusively.  
Interestingly enough, extra help and modifications were commonly reported at the 
elementary and middle school level, but were never reported at the secondary level. 
Finally, the Gelzheiser et al. (1997) study reported that there were a variety of 
expectations for the student, but across the continuum of the study, most teachers have 
uniform expectations with only a few reporting individualized expectations.  
Not only do teacher expectations have an impact on the use of adaptations, but 
overall teacher attitude toward inclusion and perceptions of their own self efficacy 
influence the use of adaptations. Positive attitudes towards mainstreaming and belief in 
personal self efficacy were correlated with more effective use of instructional strategies, 
as well as using more individualized strategies (Bender, et al., 1995). Another variable 
identified in this study was that as the number of years an educator has taught increases, 
the number of adaptations implemented decreases. This could possibly be attributed to 
the fact that these educators had less instruction in the use of adaptations and instructing 
students with disabilities. This would correlate with current research in the fact that the 
participants reported comfort level as a factor implementing adaptations; lack of training 
in the use of adaptations would likely affect the comfort level of long standing educators.  
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In a study on the use of adaptations among general education teachers, 
deBettencourt (1999) found that of those participants surveyed, 19% did not consult at all 
with a special education professional, 32.8% consulted less than one hour a week, 39.7% 
consulted one to two hours per week and 8.6% consulted three or more hours per week. 
The lack of teacher consultation with special education professionals impacted their use 
of adaptations by decreasing the use of individualized instruction and use of 
metacognitive strategies. These results indicate that teachers’ perceptions of adaptations 
can be influenced by collaboration with special education counterparts and that general 
education teachers need to have greater collaboration with special education teachers to 
help with teacher related factors. Factors such as comfort level with implementation, 
perceived effectiveness of adaptations, as well as increasing the ease of implementation. 
 In contrast to Gelzheiser’s et al. (1997) study, Scott’s et al. (1998) literature 
review found that there is not a substantial difference in use of adaptations between grade 
levels, indicating that elementary teachers are only slightly more favorable towards using 
adaptations.  A theme that emerged was that teachers with high personal effectiveness 
ratings, and positive attitudes toward including students with disabilities into the general 
education classroom were more likely to report a better use of adaptations.  In contrast to 
Gelzheiser et al, the Bender et al. (1995) study found that teacher efficacy was lower at 
higher grade levels when teachers rated themselves. This self report was also related 
negatively with class size, indicating that teachers at higher grade levels have larger class 
sizes. A factor that influences not only teachers’ personal beliefs in abilities, it affects 
their positive attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities.  
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Scott et al. (1998), noted teacher resources that affect the implementation of 
adaptations. Resources that were identified as barriers to implementing adaptations were 
time involved in planning and preparing adaptations, as well as maintaining classroom 
order while implementing adaptations. Other factors include, the effect on instruction for 
average/high achieving students, placing unnecessary attention on students with 
disabilities, and providing adaptations that are not common in the “real world” setting. 
These factors are further supported by the current study, indicating the importance of 
educating professionals on the need for adaptations for students with learning disabilities. 
Strengthening resources for teachers to enhance the use of adaptations will help to 
alleviate some of the barriers to implementing adaptations, such as additional time, 
money, and allocated collaboration time with colleagues.  
Perceptions of Successful Adaptation 
 Perceptions of success could be grouped into three categories: educational, 
behavioral, and social success. Educational success was indicated in the achievement of 
goals/objectives in relation to the Individualized Education Plan, increased academic 
success in the general education setting as evidenced by a reduction in the need of special 
education services, increased participation and mastering of at least a portion of 
classroom content, and task completion.   Behavioral success was indicated by a 
reduction in the amount of anxiety/frustration experienced by the student, reduction in 
negative behaviors/noises, reduction in disruptive behaviors and an increase in positive 
behaviors such as appropriate behavior during classroom activities, remaining close to 
aide/teacher, calm interaction with aide/teacher, as well as improvement of the targeted 
desired behavior. Finally, social success was defined as an increase in student self-
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esteem, confidence, peer encouragement, peer support, and interaction with general 
education students.  
 Despite the large amount of research available in articles on the implementation 
of adaptations and factors that influence the use of adaptations, little information is 
provided on the effects of implementing adaptations.  This gap in the research indicates a 
need for continued research on perceptions of successful adaptations for a general 
education teacher. Research based adaptations and interventions are well documented, 
but general education teachers’ perceptions of success are not.  If the factors of teacher 
perceived success are not identified, then efforts to change current perceptions and 
increase the use of adaptations are limited.  Regardless of the extensive research on how 
teachers’ personal attitudes affect implementation prior to the fact, the lack of evidence 
on the attitudes following implementation greatly limits the continued use of adaptations. 
That is, we have the information needed to encourage teachers to begin the use of 
adaptations, but where is the data to maintain this implementation over the long term of a 
teaching career?
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Summary and Conclusions 
 The purpose of this phenomenological study was to further understand how 
general education teachers experience the process of including students with disabilities 
into their general education setting, specifically, through the use of adaptations to 
curriculum. Categories that emerged from the study included: perceived ability to teach 
students with disabilities, integrated classroom management, benefits of integration, 
special vs. integrated education, disability type, adaptation type, factors affecting the use 
of adaptations, and perceptions of successful adaptations. These categories were based on 
responses on two items, the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with 
Disabilities (ORI) and a researcher created open-ended survey.  
The category of perceived ability to teach students with disabilities was the area 
of the highest concern by participants as indicated by their response on the ORI. This 
category revealed that participants felt they did not have the training to teach students 
with disabilities. Additionally, they felt that teaching students with disabilities would 
require extensive re-training. These results compare to previous research which has 
shown that general education teachers often feel they lack the training to teach students 
with disabilities (Buell et al, 1999; Hammond & Ingalls, 2003; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 
1996; Semmel & Abernathy, 1991). In addition, pre-service training as well as continued 
in-service training has been shown to change negative attitudes toward inclusion and 
teachers perceptions of their own ability (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Jobe & Rust, 
1996; Shade & Stewart, 2001; Van Reusen et al., 2001).  
There were several concerns in regards to integrated classroom management. The 
following concerns were listed: students with disabilities setting a bad example for non-
EDUCATORS’ ATTITUDES AND ADAPTATIONS   69 
 
disabled students, managing behavior, maintaining order, concerns over non-disabled 
students safety, and negative impact on the education of all students in the general 
education setting. Seventy one percent of participants reported they could not provide the 
extra attention and support students with disabilities needed in the general education 
setting (Monahan & Marino, 1996). In classrooms that contain students with disabilities 
Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that teachers felt classrooms should contain 20 or 
less students and Avramidis and Norwich (2002) found that 38% of participants in their 
study felt it would be appropriate to include students with emotional and behavioral 
problems into the general education setting. These results indicate the high level of 
concern educators have regarding students with a specific disability, emotional 
behavioral disorders. Van Reusen et al. (2001) found that these concerns continue 
through to high school teachers who felt that it would negatively affect content delivery 
to have a student with a disability integrated into the classroom. 
As for benefits of integration, participants indicated that special education 
students should be included in the general education setting for social benefits and only 
“when possible”. Participants did not elaborate on what “when possible” means but 
alluded to the fact that the time a student with disabilities should be included into the 
general education setting should be determined by the general education teacher. 
Previous research indicates that teachers may have positive beliefs about the integration 
of students with disabilities, but when integrating students into their own classrooms 
these beliefs became more negative towards the efficacy of inclusion (Monahan & 
Marino, 1996; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996). Pre-service and in-service training has 
been shown to cause positive changes in attitude regarding the benefits of inclusion. 
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Positive attitudes have been shown to emerge towards the end of the inclusionary process 
(Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Burke & Sutherland, 2004; Jobe & Rust, 1996; McLeskey 
et al., 2001). 
In the final category based on the ORI, special vs. integrated education, 
participants indicated that students with disabilities are better served by special educators. 
Resource rooms are places for students with special needs to get the specialized 
instruction they need as determined by their disability, according to participants. 
Participants also indicated in their open-ended responses that it is difficult to differentiate 
the instruction to meet the needs of all students and that they were not unhappy with the 
current “pull-out” model of service delivery. Research to this affect has identified that 
teachers are not dissatisfied with the current model of delivery, that the responsibility for 
the education of students with disabilities fell on the special education teacher, and that 
teachers do not negatively view the current model of the resource room (Avramidis & 
Norwich, 2002; Monahan & Marino, 1996; Semmel & Abernathy, 1991).  
The category of disability type had several prominent themes in participant 
responses. Primary was the fact that generalized responses based on students with 
disabilities were very difficult to make due to the “uniqueness” of each child with a 
disability. Secondly, participants felt that students with physical disabilities were 
generally not an issue and adaptations to the environment were easy to make. Thirdly, 
when it comes to students with learning disabilities, they should be taught in a special 
education resource room because it would be more beneficial to the student. Finally, 
students diagnosed with emotional behavioral disorders were indicated as being the most 
difficult to include in the general education setting due to their behaviors and how these 
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behaviors impact the classroom as a whole. Studies have also shown differences in 
teacher attitude toward including students with disabilities depending on the disability 
type the student demonstrates. When addressing the inclusion of students with emotional 
behavioral disorders, support is low. Approximately one third of teachers support the 
inclusion of students with emotional behavioral disorders in their classroom (Avramidis 
& Norwich, 2002; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Support is significantly higher for 
students with physical disabilities and milder disabilities (Jobe & Rust, 1996; Scruggs & 
Mastropieri, 1996). The only area of research where disability type was not a factor was 
when researching pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion (Burke & Sutherland, 
2004).  
Adaptation type focused on the use of typical adaptations and specialized 
adaptations. Typical adaptations are adaptations that can be made to benefit the whole 
class. Specialized adaptations refer to adaptations that are made specifically to address 
the needs of a particular student. Participants in this study reported using both typical and 
specialized adaptations with similar frequency. Some participants gave examples of 
adaptations used while others reported only that they employed that type of adaptation. 
The use of adaptations, typical or specialized, although used fairly evenly in the current 
study, is not consistent with the research on adaptations. Teachers often report that they 
individualize instruction, but the studies on adaptations show teachers report using typical 
adaptations more frequently even when specifically supported to use both types of 
adaptations (Bender, et al., 1995; deBettencourt, 1999; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1995; Nowacek 
& Mamlin, 2007). Educators also reported using adaptations based on the reasonability 
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and feasibility of the adaptation (Bender et al, 1995) not based on the type of adaptation 
itself. 
Factors affecting the use of adaptations contained four themes, which were 
student factors, resource factors, adaptation factors and teacher factors. Student factors 
are considered those that are tied to a specific student. Nowacek and Mamlin (2007) 
found that teachers reported most often that their decision to make adaptations depended 
on whether an additional person was in the room, such as an aide. This decision in itself 
had little to do with the needs of the student, but more to do with the educator taking on 
the additional work of implementing the adaptation. 
 Resource factors focused on what adaptations the educator or colleagues have 
implemented in the past. In an effort to identify the types of adaptations educators would 
use, Fuchs and Fuchs (1993) provided adaptation suggestions for teachers to choose from 
and found that educators chose adaptations that required little additional effort on their 
part. In another study, Fuchs et al (1995) found that when specifically supported, teachers 
will use specialized adaptations but with less frequency than typical adaptations. 
Although participants in the current study reported using both specialized and typical 
adaptations with the same frequency research has shown that teachers prefer to use 
typical adaptations that can be applied to all individuals in a classroom and require the 
least amount of effort.  
Factors that are related to a specific adaptation were identified as adaptation 
factors.  Adaptations were found to be more desirable when implemented directly by the 
teacher, if adaptation could be easily implemented, and how effective the adaptation was 
perceived to be (Scott et al., 1998). These results were congruent with the current study, 
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which also identified perceived success and ease of implementation to the current student 
or content being taught.  
 In regards to teacher factors, the focus of research appears to be the amount of 
time the general educator consults with special education staff. This consultation time has 
been shown to be lacking with 51.8% of teachers reporting that they consult with a 
special education teacher less than one hour a week (deBettencourt, 1999). In contrast, 
schools that have special education teachers assigned specifically to make adaptations, 
significantly improve access to the core curriculum by students with disabilities (Fisher & 
Frey, 2001). Additional teacher factors identified in research were teacher perspectives 
on disabilities. Two perspectives were identified. The first perspective was that the 
disability was attributed to an interaction between teacher and student (interventionist 
perspective). Educators with this perspective were more likely to use adaptations than if 
they believed the disability was inherent in the student (pathognomonic perspective) 
according to Jordan and Lindsay (1997). It was also noted by Bender et al. (1995) that if 
the teachers’ attitude toward inclusion were positive they were more likely to employ 
adaptations. Remaining teacher factors identified by research were if the teacher taught 
content area courses they were less likely to deviate from standard whole group 
instruction, elementary teachers were more likely to make adaptations than secondary 
teachers, and integration patterns. Integration patterns consisted of a continuum from 
uniform expectations with large-group and individual instruction or individualized 
expectations, ensemble task, and modified assignments (Gelzheiser et al., 1997; Scott, et 
al., 1998).  
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The last category identified in this study was perceptions of successful 
adaptations. This category was broken down into the themes of educational, behavioral 
and social successes. The first theme, educational success, was directed at student 
progress toward goals and objectives on the Individualized Education Plan, reduction in 
the need for special education intervention or time spend in the resource room,  increased 
understanding of the material, completing assignments, participating in classroom 
activities, and the student’s attention in class. The second theme, behavioral success, was 
identified as decreasing student frustration, eliminating negative behaviors, reduction of 
student noise, appropriate behavior during an activity, and reduction in classroom 
disruption. The final theme, social success, was determined by an increase in student self-
esteem and confidence, peer encouragement/support and interaction with general 
education students. Despite this category emerging in the current study, little was found 
in the literature reviewed that indicated attention to teacher perceptions of success in 
regards to adaptations. This indicates a need for further research into what teachers’ 
perceive as successful adaptations, and how to identify these components to educators 
when introducing new research based adaptations to them for use in the classroom. 
Educational Implications  
 The educational implications for the current research are many.  First and 
foremost there is a body of literature available that outlines the needs of an inclusive 
classroom.  
When asking educators about disabilities, it is important to identify between 
disability categories. Educators in the current study indicated that they could not 
generalize responses based on students with disabilities and indicated that each student 
EDUCATORS’ ATTITUDES AND ADAPTATIONS   75 
 
with a disability is unique and has different educational needs. The belief that students 
require different amounts of support in the general education setting was very evident in 
responses based on disability type. Participants’ indicated that students with Emotional 
Behavioral Disorders (EBD) elicited the strongest response from educators.  These 
responses indicated that students with behavioral problems should not be included when 
it comes to the safety and educational experience of their non-disabled peers.  
Responses such as these demonstrate a need for teacher education and collaboration to 
identify appropriate, positive adaptations to prevent the teachers from becoming 
overwhelmed with students who have behavioral issues. This would help alleviate 
educators concerns about including students with Emotional Behavioral Disorders in their 
classrooms. 
Planning and collaboration need to be done prior to including students in the 
classroom, as well as continued collaboration time once the student has been included. 
Resources should be allocated specifically to this, including in-service training, funding 
for materials, reducing class size, and providing time for special education teachers to be 
present in the general education setting. Despite the general educators’ approval of the 
pull-out or resource room model, it is not a sufficient model to address the needs of all 
students with disabilities. In order for this collaboration to be successful, general 
educators need to be provided with the education and training to feel confident in their 
abilities to provide adaptations to students with disabilities as well as to manage behavior 
in the classroom. This education would further the successful use of adaptations for 
students with special educational needs. General education teachers also need to see the 
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benefits of inclusion on an educational scale, not merely the social benefits identified in 
the current study. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Recommendations for future research identified from the current study are to 
further identify how to best continue the training of general education teachers and 
support staff. A second recommendation for future research is for researchers to identify 
more specific patterns of inclusion based on the disability type of students. Another 
avenue to explore in future research is how to train and make educational aides effective 
administrators of educational adaptations. Additional recommendations for future 
research are to further advance knowledge on teacher perceptions of adaptations success, 
and to identify additional resources as well as implement these resources to support 
general educators and students with disabilities.  
 Continued education of in-service teachers and additional pre-service training for 
general educators has been identified as a major factor in changing perceptions of those 
who include students with disabilities into their classrooms. Despite this clear need in the 
literature, little is provided on how to provide this education. Specifics in the form of how 
to deliver the content, what content to cover, and how to best address the educational 
needs of those currently in the field as well as those on the verge of beginning their career 
as educators beckons as an area of further research.  
 Secondly, a majority of the research reviewed is based on teacher self report and 
perceptions of including students with various disabilities. Further insight is needed into 
the patterns of inclusion based on disability type. If teachers feel that a specific type of 
disability is more difficult to include in a classroom, such as a student with emotional and 
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behavioral disabilities, additional information in regards to inclusion patterns would help 
researchers identify the areas of need and how to better form inclusion programs for 
higher need individuals.  
 Another direction for research would be identifying the resources and training 
necessary to educate classroom aides on how to administer adaptations.  If districts 
realized the benefits of this training for aides, aides would become a better resource for 
teachers, taking some of the daily burden off of the educator.  This could provide for 
better use of a teachers time as well as more appropriate individualized instruction for all 
students and not just those with disabilities.  
 An area of need for the current study would be to identify further what teachers 
perceive as a successful adaptation. Further identifying the factors teachers feel are 
necessary for an adaptation to be considered successful would help researchers gear 
adaptations towards these factors as well as to highlight successes to teachers in efforts to 
encourage them to use adaptations more frequently. 
 Finally, identifying specific resources and how to implement them into various 
school settings would help to support a teachers implementation of adaptations needed to 
include students into the general education setting. Having these supports available prior 
to including a student with disabilities would reduce teacher frustration and help change 
their attitudes toward including students with disabilities. To further address the changes, 
teachers should be provided with scheduled time to collaborate and implement the 
changes indicated by student need during paid work time without the burden of extra 
work being placed on educators during their already limited planning time.  
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Summary 
Overall, there is a complex interplay of factors to analyze when interpreting how 
general educators experience the process of including students with disabilities into their 
general education classrooms. Each individual is different due to their background, 
experience and attitudes toward the inclusion with students. Taken alone, this study 
provides specific experiences for a small population of participants but when compared to 
previous research, some congruence is evident.  
Changes need to be made to the current process of including students with 
disabilities into general education settings. This requires input from individuals across the 
educational setting, from general education teachers to administrators. Individuals 
involved with inclusion need to address needs prior to including students and provide 
educators with the tools necessary to implement adaptations, including but not limited to 
continued education and additional allocation of resources. Educational plans need to be 
created to outline the inclusion of individuals based on different areas of need, whether it 
be adaptations to the environment for students with physical disabilities or 
comprehensive behavioral plans for students with hard to manage emotional or 
behavioral issues.  
Research into teacher perceptions of adaptation success should be a focus for 
continued research. In identifying educator perceptions, education of teachers can be 
aimed at addressing these perceptions to increase the likelihood of educators 
implementing a wide range of adaptations to address the needs of all students, not just 
learners with special needs. The areas to be addressed by research should focus on the 
whole learner, not just the academics, and address social and behavioral concerns as well.  
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Since the implementation of the inclusion of students with disabilities into the 
general education setting research has been focused on this process. Despite the large 
body of research available on inclusion there continues to be a need for further research 
and implementation of the recommendations of researchers. Primarily, school systems 
need to provide on-going education to teachers, aides, and individuals who participate in 
the inclusion process.  School districts need to supply additional resources for educators 
to include students with disabilities into classrooms. Finally, the continued effort of 
researchers is required to identify the attributes of successful adaptations as perceived by 
educators. 
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UNIVERSITY of Office of the 
MASSACHUSETTS BOSTON Vice Provost for Research 
100 Morrissey Blvd. 617.287.5600 
Boston, MA 02125-3393 Fax: 617.287.5616 
 
 
July 14, 2009 
Dear Inquirer: 
Thank you for your inquiry about the scale entitled Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming 
Special-Needs Children.  This scale was completely revised recently.  It is now entitled 
Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities.  I have enclosed with 
this letter a copy of the most recent version of the ORI scale and a scoring key for your 
use. 
You may reproduce the ORI scale in any form that suits your research needs.  The only 
requirement that we have for the use of the instrument is that you ascribe authorship to 
Dr. Larrivee and me somewhere on the instrument and acknowledge us as the authors of 
the instrument, using the citation below, in any publication that may arise from your use 
of it. 
Good luck with your research.  Please call or write if I can assist you further. 
Very truly yours, 
s/Richard F. Antonak 
Richard F. Antonak, Ed.D. 
Vice Provost for Research 
Appropriate citation: 
Antonak, R. F., & Larrivee, B.  (1995).  Psychometric analysis and revision of the 
Opinions Relative to Mainstreaming Scale.  Exceptional Children, 62, 139-149. 
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Opinions Relative To The Integration Of 
Students With Disabilities 
General Directions:   Educators have long realized that one of the most important 
influences on a child's educational progress is the classroom teacher.  The purpose of 
this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid school systems in increasing the 
classroom teacher's effectiveness with students with disabilities placed in his or her 
classroom.  Please circle the number to the left of each item that best describes your 
agreement or disagreement with the statement.  There are no correct answers:  the best 
answers are those that honestly reflect your feelings.  There is no time limit, but you 
should work as quickly as you can. 
Please respond to every statement. 
KEY 
 -3:  I disagree very much +1:  I agree a little 
 -2:  I disagree pretty much +2:  I agree pretty much 
 -1:  I disagree a little +3:  I agree very much 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 1. Most students with disabilities will make an adequate 
attempt to complete their assignments. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 2. Integration of students with disabilities will necessitate 
extensive retraining of general-classroom teachers. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 3. Integration offers mixed group interaction that will foster 
understanding and acceptance of differences among 
students. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 4. It is likely that the student with a disability will exhibit 
behavior problems in a general classroom. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 5. Students with disabilities can best be served in general 
classrooms. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 6. The extra attention students with disabilities require will 
be to the detriment of the other students. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 7. The challenge of being in a general classroom will promote 
the academic growth of the student with a disability. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 8. Integration of students with disabilities will require 
significant  changes in general classroom procedures. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 9. Increased freedom in the general classroom creates too 
much confusion for the student with a disability. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 10. General-classroom teachers have the ability necessary to 
work with students with disabilities. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 11. The presence of students with disabilities will not promote 
acceptance of  differences on the part of students without 
disabilities. 
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Please respond to every statement. 
KEY 
 -3:  I disagree very much +1:  I agree a little 
 -2:  I disagree pretty much +2:  I agree pretty much 
 -1:  I disagree a little +3:  I agree very much 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 12. The behavior of students with disabilities will set a bad example 
for students without disabilities. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 13. The student with a disability will probably develop academic 
skills more rapidly in a general classroom than in a special 
classroom. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 14. Integration of the student with a disability will not promote his 
or her social independence. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 15. It is not more difficult to maintain order in a general classroom 
that contains a student with a disability than in one that does not 
contain a student with a disability. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 16. Students with disabilities will not monopolize the general-
classroom teacher's time. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 17. The integration of students with disabilities can be beneficial for  
students without disabilities. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 18. Students with disabilities are likely to create confusion in the 
general classroom. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 19. General-classroom teachers have sufficient training to teach 
students with disabilities. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 20. Integration will likely have a negative effect on the emotional 
development of the student with a disability. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 21. Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity to 
function in the general classroom where possible. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 22. The classroom behavior of the student with a disability generally 
does not require more patience from the teacher than does the 
classroom behavior of the student without a disability. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 23. Teaching students with disabilities is better done by special- than 
by general-classroom teachers. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 24. Isolation in a special classroom has a beneficial effect on the 
social and emotional development of the student with a 
disability. 
 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 25. The student with a disability will not be socially isolated in the 
general classroom. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE IN RESPONDING TO THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 
Barbara Larrivee 
Richard F. Antonak © ORI  1993
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Opinions Relative To The Integration Of Students With Disabilities 
ORI Scoring Key 
Item # 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
 
+/– 
+ 
– 
+ 
– 
+ 
– 
+ 
– 
– 
+ 
– 
– 
+ 
 
Factor 
II 
III 
I 
II 
IV 
II 
I 
IV 
II 
III 
I 
II 
IV 
 
Item # 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
 
+/– 
– 
+ 
+ 
+ 
– 
+ 
– 
+ 
+ 
– 
– 
+ 
 
Factor 
I 
II 
II 
I 
II 
III 
I 
I 
II 
IV 
I 
II 
 
 
To score the ORI: 
1. Positively score the 12 items that are worded negatively by reversing the sign of the response (i.e., from + to 
– , or from – to +). 
2. Sum the 25 item responses. 
3. Add a constant of 75 to the total to eliminate negative scores. 
4. Scores range from 0 to 150 with a higher score representing a more favorable attitude toward the integration 
of students with disabilities into general education classrooms. 
5. It is suggested that protocols with omitted responses to 4 or more items should not be scored.  Protocols with 
omitted responses are scored as described above, with the omitted responses assigned a value of zero. 
Preliminary research data suggest there may be four orthogonal factors that account for the variation in the ORI item 
responses.  Scores for these four factors are determined by summing the positively-scored item responses as indicated 
in the table below.  The use of factor scores as subscale scores for differential prediction of attitudes has not been 
investigated.  The computation of ORI subscale scores cannot be defended until these factors can be shown to be 
homogeneous, reliable, and specific, and until they consistently predict valid indicators of favorable attitudes of 
education professionals. 
 Factor # Items # + / #– Range Factor Title 
 I 8 4+ / 4– 0 to 48 Benefits of Integration 
 II 10 5+ / 5– 0 to 60 Integrated Classroom Management 
 III  3 2+ / 1– 0 to 18 Perceived Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities 
 IV 4 2+ / 2– 0 to 24 Special versus Integrated General Education 
Reference citation: 
Antonak, R. F., & Larrivee, B.  (1995).  Psychometric analysis and revision of the Opinions 
Relative to Mainstreaming Scale.  Exceptional Children, 62, 139-149. 
For more information: 
Richard F. Antonak, Ed.D. Barbara Larrivee, Ed.D. 
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs Special Education 
Indiana State University California State University at San Bernardino 
Terre Haute, IN 47809 San Bernardino, CA  92407 
812-237-2304 909-880-5670 
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Open ended questionnaire number: 
 
Directions: Please take your time to answer the following questions about your classroom 
adaptations for students with disabilities as thoughtfully and completely as possible.  
Even if you are not sure about your response, please complete each question to the best of 
your abilities.  If you need extra space for responses please attach an additional page and 
number the responses to indicate which question they are to. Thank you for your time and 
participation in this study. 
 
Part I: Experience with students with disabilities  
 
1. In the past 2 years, how many students with disabilities have you had in your 
classroom and what have been their disabilities? (If not sure of the name of the 
disability, you may describe some symptoms you have seen). 
 
 
 
 
2. Briefly describe your experiences with students with disabilities. 
 
 
3. What have been your biggest challenges? 
 
 
4. What have been your biggest successes? 
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Part II: Adaptation Type 
 
1. Do you more often make adaptations that can be used for the whole class or just 
for the individuals with disabilities in your classroom? 
 
 
 
2. What factors influence your decision whether to make a whole class or individual 
adaptation? 
 
 
 
 
Part III: Classroom Adaptations for the whole class 
 
3. When the adaptation is for the whole class, which adaptations do you most often 
use? 
 
 
 
 
4. What factors influence your choice of adaptations? 
 
 
 
 
5. How do you determine whether the adaptation is successful or not? 
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6. When you revise an adaptation, what factors do you consider or think about? 
 
 
 
 
Part IV: Individualized Adaptations 
 
7. When the adaptation is for an individual student, which adaptations do you most 
often use? 
 
 
 
8. How do you determine which adaptation to use with an individual student, that is, 
what factors do you consider? 
 
 
 
9. How do you determine whether the adaptations made for an individual student is 
successful? 
 
 
10. When you revise an adaptation for a student, what factors do you consider or 
think about? 
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Part V: Professional factors affecting the use of adaptations  
 
11. What factors, outside of the students, influence whether you apply an adaptation 
or not? 
 
 
 
 
12. What factors, outside of the students, influences your choices of adaptations? 
 
 
 
 
 
13. What is your biggest concern regarding adaptations for students with disabilities 
in your classroom? 
 
 
 
 
Please offer any comments you may have not addressed in the questions above: 
 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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